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INTRODUCTION 


This treatise is built on the correspondence of one of the 
British Political Agents-George Russel Clerk-who during the first half 
of the 19th century so materially helped in shaping the policy of the 
Company’s Government towards the Cis and the Trans Sutlej regions. 
Stationed as they were at the out-posts of the fast expanding English 
dominions, in areas with which the EngUsh had only recently come into 
contact, these “men on the spot” were naturally to be relied upon for 
advice and decision by the Supreme Government at Calcutta. George 
Russel Clerk served as Political Agent at Ambala and Ludhiana for a 
period of twelve years from August, 1831 to June, 1843. 

My first attempts at research in the history of the Punjab began, 
some twenty years ago. as a Post -Graduate student. Although^the work 
which I undertook for my M.A. degree was somewhat elementary,* yet^it 
developed in me an abiding taste and liking for historcial research. My 
chance came after I was appointed Lecturer in Byal Singh 
College, Lahore. I had maintained my contacts with the Punjab Record 
Office and its Keeper, Dr. G.L. Chopra, himself a keen research scholar, 
who suggested to me the subject and the title of this thesis. Indeed, it 
was largely at his encouragement and persuasion that I took up this 
work in 1939. The subject had other attractions as well; it was closely 
linked with the theme which I prepared for my Master's Degree: 
besides, the whole mass of material was preserved in a single archive— the 
run jab Record Office, Lahore. 


So far, I had looked upon Ochterlony, Murray, and Wade as the 
most distinguished of the Political Agents who had conducted the relations 
pj'. ^he Supreme Government with the Ois-Sutlej Chiefs or Ranjit Singh. 
Kit j|«.Situdy Clerk’s voluminous correspondence completely changed 
my bpAl)^ ill this matter. I discovered that Clerk’s despatches— the 
letters wrtit^ to or by him — comprise as many as forty-five vplmaes , 
the average of a volumn being about 400 closely written pages 
of foolscap stzie. * t th®a realised that his work 1^^ been equally 
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1 . Him eatko eerro^jadianei 'to fowsamd »s manuscript Jbrm. 


strenuous and important with other Agents who either preceded or 
succeeded him. Impressed by the size of the correspondence, I tried to 
find something about the man hismelf. Buckland’s Dictionary of Indian 
Biography provided the first cine to his career :• “Sir George Russel 
Clerk {1800-1889), I-C-S ; sou of John Clerk ; educated at Hallebury ; 
entered the service as Writer 1817 ; after holding some unimportant 
appointments in Bengal he entered the Political Department, was in the 
Secretariat in Rajputana, at Delhi; Political Agent at Ambala and 
Ludhiana. Envoy at Lahore, 1842 ; Agent to the Governor-General on the 
Northwestern Frontier during the first Afaghan War in which capacity 
tie flushed forward reinforcements with energy, and after the massacre 
of the army, urged a policy of retribution. He was Lieutenant-Governor 

of the North-West Provinces, June to December, 1843; provisional 
member of the Supreme Council 1814 ; twice Governor of Bombay from 
V847 to 1848 ; from 1860-62 and K.C.B He refused the Government of 
Cape, but served on boundary and political work IS53-4;was Under- 
secretary and Secretary to the Board of Centrol in ) 856- 58, and 
pHimanent Under Secretary of State for India 1863-76 ; K.C.S.I in 1881. 
G C S I. 1866 ; died. July 25, 1889.” 

His correspondence falls into two sections; (a) that relating to the 
Cis-Sutlej Chiefs from 1831 to 1843; and b) that relating to Lahore 
Kingdom from 1840 to 1843. The latter seition has been superfic ally 
judged as relatively mjre important as it deals wiik the historically 

well-known topics of the pbst-Ranjit Singh period .. a p^ri idof 

Sikh history marred by intrigues and c iunter-intrigaes of factions and 
parties at the Lahore Oourt and other events connecle J with the deaths 
of Maharaja Kharak Singh and Kanwar Nau Nihal Singh, the succession 
di-pkt^betwecn Rani Cfaand Kaur and Prince Sher Singh, the period of rule 
of Maharaja Sher Singh, and the British debacle in Afghanistan, However, 
as one wadrs through Clerk’s countless letters and despatches concerning 
th's Cis-Sutlej States, he is 'ruly struck with the immensity of his tast. 
True, the work oi' Clerk in this field is less imposing or spectacular; but, 
frcm the stand point of the historian, it must not be valued less 
impottanton that account. Though not forming a chornicle of glorious 
deeds of royalties or of stirring events, the correspondence is of I wide 
historical interest in the annals of the Punjab. It is essentially of a 
Constructive nature and represents a very great deal of |(ioneering work 



In the field of Anglo-Indian administration 
■enunciate several new principles in regulating tbe 
with the Suzerain power and among them=- 
practicable methods for settling problems of succes 
and the like-all calculated to developmg peaceful 
.^+Ans;vp-. but very disturbed Cis-Sut*ei Ian . 


ex-mpiies Clerk’s industry, masterj 
in sifting cases thoroughly 
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has to appreciate duly the back-groun^ century. The Sikhs 

period beginning with the ^ ^.y 

began the.r career o however, rentatoed 

Ahmad Shah Abiab at Pa p proved capable of invadittg 

a potential danger to the Sikhs as Ing t so^eseignty of 

thfePitnaB, bat after his last expedition ml • k 

the Sikhs came practically to be established all over the 
1773, thaiiiaits of their power ^extended . from Saharanpar m t 
^ttockin^e'W^t. ■frpmMal|anla^tbeS»"tli the Sik5'«= 

’'Ithe North,, ^farther, daring' the seventaes^ aad mgh-ies th . 

Biiiicioalities came to e sea f r. 


. . fnmma saw the rise and establishment 

lying between the Sutlej an Shahids or Nihangs. the 

of f -ur principalities-the prominent and resourceful 

Phulkias and the houses of Patiala, Nabha. 

of this group proved to be ae h were the 

KdtW. beside a p.tha. Wacedoma af 
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with the British canie virtually to an end so far as regarded the reciprocal 
benefits of alliance/^ 

In the meantime, Ran jit .Singh, who had made his aathority 
predomiii ait in tli*^ regions west of the Sutlej, was casting ^'covetous 
eyes ' on the Cis-Sutlej territory. In 1808, he was invited to intervene 
in a quarrel between Patiala and Nabha; in 1807 and 1808, he again 
crossed the Sutlej It became apparent that, if left to himself, he 
would soon bring ail these Chiefs tiuder him* The Chiefs, too, being 
alive to this danger, formally applied to the British Resident at Delhi 
for prutectMm; in March I8US, Lord Minto, the Guvernor-General; sent 
Metcf Ife to negotiate the treaty of Amritsar (April 25, 1809) with Ranjit 
Singh who was told that all the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs had been taken under 
British protection and that he must limit his authority to the north bank 
of the Sutlej . 

The treaty of Amritaar ushered in a fresh phase of the Cis-Sutlej 
history. The English Political Agents came to be stationed within this 
zone at .centres like Karnal, Ambala and Ludhiana* Prom i809 to 
the outbreak of the irst Sikh War in 1845, the Supreme Government was 
represented at these out*posts by a succession of able men like David 
Ocbterlony, Wilham Murray^ Claude Jacob Wade, and George Russel Clerk 
who in the course of the performance of their duties and trying to keep 
in with the treads of British policy addressed detailed dtspatchts to 
their superiors at Delhi and Calcutta, reporting all matters of interest 
to the Cimpany's power and obtaining guidance and sanction for their 
own actions in return. These matter® were of a very varied nature and 
m such cab mt be covered la this introduction* Relations of Rahjit 

■ Singh with the Cis-Sutlej States, relations of Lahore Durbar with, Ihe 
qlrillili Government, disputes between the States and the Company hhd 

11 ' I V » 

States themselves, cases -of gross mal-administration in tl®' 
Protected,, .ter^foty amd^ serins ibreaefets'of peace, 'ax® palyafw "M 

iJl, . J I t " .’f » , ’ *• I ' il.* r'' .W' ' '''I 


As far as the magnitude of Cierk’s Cis^Sutlej correspondenee is 
mcerned, there are about 1 100 letters {1084 to be exact) written by Mm; 
3out 760 are those which were received by him ; besides there is one 
Dok of vernacular correspondence, a number of letters classed as 
I'scebaneous and about a hundred letters inter-mixed with Clerk's 
ranS'Sutlej correspondence. In addition, there are another one hundred 
r more letters pertaining exclusively to KaithaL I have also read such 
etters of other Political Agents, including Richmond's and Broadfoot's, 
Nhich are relevant to the matters treated in Clerk's correspondence. 
Thus the present dissertalion is built upon an intensive siiidv of more 
chan two thousand letters and despatches which are contained in nearly 
?ihgt thousand folios of foolscap size. 

My one great difficulty has been the arrangement of this extensive 
material into the form of chapters, There is no printed material in a 
book-form in existence to be of some suggestive help for no scholar has 
treated this region historically except perhaps Griffin who, too, made a cur- 
sory study of th’s correspondence in the context of his own compilations of 
a much wider scops. These are three in number : The Law of Inheritance 
to Chhdships, The Rajasof the Punjab, and The Chiefs and families of 
Note in the Punjab. Though representir g a laudable pioneering effort, 
these works are necessarily sketch}’^ at places and contain minor mistakes 
about dates and facts, Griffin had no successor in the matter of seriously 
examining and historically resolving the earliest records of the Anglo-Cis- 
Sutlej relationship. As already mentioned, the contents of these 
records are much less glamorous than those pertaining to the Company's 
relations with the Trans- Sutlej Sikh Kingdom. Moreover, owing to 
their legalistic character, they make an extremely tedious and wearisome 
heading fora student of history. This, perhaps more than anything 
else, accounts f r their neglect. However, this circumstance provides 
ah htepie fustiftciatibn tot mf attempting to present an historical 
appreciation,,, of Gis-Snllej eorrbtpondencei 


‘ pranging, thif C0rrespondeiice,^k„ I have^ adopted the follOiirtttl 
‘modus-operandi/ ^ > 

In Chapter t I haye |rbyiled;gv, brief historical to 

the cstabMshmeiit of the Luhdiana^Agency^ the the 
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situation ^OBfronting Clerk on his appointment, the basis of the relations 
o{ the Cis-Sutie] States with the Supreme Government and finally their 
anomalous relations with the nominal sovereign of India^ the Mughal i 


In Chapter 11, 1 have traced the laws of succession among the 
Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, giving instances of partitioning of different estates, of 
Karewa marriage and other Sikh institutions and the details of partition 
disputes which arose in several pricipalities like Ramgarh, Maierkotla, 
Kunjpura, etc. These exemplify the complexities of the problem of 
y:artitioriing and the pains taken by Clerk and his Government in 
reaching decisions. Again and again, Clerk draws his Governmetit s 
attention to the fact that the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs had no rules to guide 
them, because before accepting the British protection, they had passed 
through a period of anarchy and turmoil when might was always right, 
when the weak had to go to the wall and when sword alone decided all 
disputes. There was not a Chief who bad not a claim on its neighbour. 

As Lawrence so pertinently observed : .being a people of yesterday 

and having gained every thing by violence ..•.they have not had time 

to settle down and make laws of inheritance... some sort of rules appear... 
to have been from time to time patched up but in such times and such 
peop’e, the law of the sword was the only one tecognif.ed/’ Thus Clerk^s 
difficulties were intensified in the absence of any welI-recogni2;ed laws or 
customs governing inheritance. When one studies these Ocases, on© 
is struck by Clerk's herculean efforts In the f midst of a morass 
of claims and coutiter-daims to do the right thing and to make Ms 
decisions conform to certain broad considerations accepted by civilized 
•cummunities. That the Cis-Sutlej princes were not developed politically, 
that they had little civic consciousness or sense of right or wrong, and 
were, therefore, not easily convinced in cases where their demands wdre 
judged untenable, made Clerk task all the more difficult and onerous 
and his achievements correspondingly all the more remarkable. 


. , Tn Chapter HI, I have examined the cases, of those CMefaMps 
' which. -.partiMly or... whoJIy, escheated To the 'British, 

"'undferlyiit Which guided Cterk in the attitude he adopted in 

:>^ch caie/;:'tle''Chfefi,^ whw accepting. the 


, .had been told i hat bl, . 

overT 



■would te demanded 

St's attitude when . 



this protection without expecting anything w return. After a!!, tfi!'? 
Company harl been ack- owledged as the feudal ov'er-brd of all tue 
Cis-Sutlej Chieftains, having assijmed the paramountcy of the Mughal 
Government. As such, it claimed the right t > resume a principahly, 
whenever, a chief died without direct heirs, and to refuse adoj)tion. 
Moreover, Clerk and other contemporary British officials were eager lo 
extend the benefits of direct British administration to the jaeoples of 
the Protected Sates. The administration of the Cis-Sutlej ChieLs lacked 
system and efficiency, when judged by the British standards. In the 
strong words of Griffin, to compare the British administration in the last 
century with those which existed side by s de with it was an insult to 
the intelligence and that Native rule in India in those days generally 
signified oppression of the most terrible kind, insecurity of life and 
property, luxury and debauchery in the Prince and misery and want in 
the people. Barring a few exceptions and allowing for a little 
exaggeration of language, it must be reluctantly admitted that Griffin's 
indictment is true. One reason for this sorry state of affairs is that 
political authorities irresponsible in the matter of internal Government 
and well protected by a Suzerain power against external attack are 
seldom used wisely or well. Clerk was, therefore, naturally incUoed to 
his Government assuming possession of principalities whenever an 
opportunity occurred. The ‘doctrine of lapse,' made so fainou- by Lord 
Dalhousie a decade later, was but a mere exposition of the claim of 

Government to annex territories of the Indian rulers a claim which 

had been sponsored by many British administrators, from the highest to 

the lowest, for years preeding the Indian Mutiny. During the period of 
Clerk’s agency, a number of Chiefsbips were taken over by the Supreme 
Government, though I have discu.ssed only a few important escheats in 
the main chapter, placing the rest in the Appendix to the Chapter. In 
these instances algo, Clerk tried his best to enunciate and follow jcertaii* 
broad and rational principles which were in keeping with the British 
Government’s anxiety to ensure that, as far as possible, no act of glaring 
injustice be committed/in its name. 'It 'this latter consideratipa 
which led ,to ,the ^com:^ete,, restora*ibB;<i^, lapsed territory of 
Mustafabad and Baghat’-'^andbife;;.^; their 

"'•s4ters.='-y' 
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Chapter ; V contains either quarrels betvpeen different co-parceners 
or disputes between the Cis-Sutlej princes ani their feudal dependants. 
The latter had accepted their protection in troublous times, but were 
anxious to change it in favour of the British protection which was ie^s 
onerous. The following lines from a despatch pf Murray illustrate the 
attitude of Political Agents, including Clerk’s. 


“The general subject of interference in States and between Chief 
and vassal appears to me to be altogether a very anomalous business and 
the degrees of tenure are so numerous, it is scarcely possible to legislate 
on any determined and fundamental principles by which the rights 
and prerogatives of the Chief may be held inviolate and lands of all 
vassals who originally shared on the acquisition of ; the country, be' 
secured to them so long as they icaintaia their fidelity, to their head. 
The Chiefs under our protective guarantee no longer requiring military 
services of their vassals will be too apt to goad them to resistance by 
unjust and oppressive measures that they may cause a pretext for the 
satisfaction of their cupidity by the resumption of, the vassalage lands.” 


I have related only a few such quarrels in the main body of this 
chapter, and have incorporated others in the corresponding Appendix. 
Clerk's work in this regard also cannot be over-looked. His despatches 
exhibit the thoroughness with which he discussed lach case, as they 
reveal the factions spirit prevailing among the disputants. Two dfephtes 
are notorious— one between the Mhharajfeians and the PhalHa Chi^s and’ 
the other between Hie Pathan and the Sifeh oi-parceners in>Indri. The' 
impressioni that one gath^s fifom,' Clerk’s writinifs, Relevant td th& 
Chapter, is his love of fait play aEdjJteen anxiety tto be judieioas’ in 
all cases. , ;i , ' ■ . , . , 


' ^^^Cha|>ter the 'dispotes^ ,|»twee4- the Ci^ufl^ ■ CWefe' 

and the Brf^h mc^ famous being thei, .dtepute between 

Patiala Bhatti and Hariana fronti^. Here, as 

in tried to. be very accommodating and 

wilhi^ to treat its opponent with greal considmatton. As (SuftSp r 
“...the policy of the British Government s^far as tile are iroii 
has been uniformly liberal, enlightened, and just, that in no 



Instance has it abtised its strength to oppress its Weaker neighboiifS^ 
but that on the contrary, it has taken less than its undoubted right and 
has decided disputed questions with a generosity and dis-interestedness 
which win be looked for in Tain in the administration of any other 
country/" In addition to such disputes, I have also dealt with the 
impositicn of duties by the Chiefs and the attitude of Government 
t(waidsthis important ^ problem. In this matter also Government was 
actuated by its desire to promote trade and it made energetic efforts to 
mprove and systematise the methods of collecting customs-duties 
throughout the Cis-Sutlej area. 


In Chapter VI I have discussed the problems of roal-admimstration 
of* the. Ch efs and the efforts made by Clerk to induce them to effect 
iuiprovements The Chiefs were often too indolent or apathetic to better 
their methods of governance with the result that Clerk"s ira was often 

aroused. Then there was another problem to be faced-— the 

disordetliness and lawlessness of the Akalis (the Immortals) who at times 
cit)ssed the river to whet their appetite for plunder. The Chapter 
includes seve ai references to the Sikh Contingent, stationed at Amba'a, 
under Clerk's control, consisting of quota of horsemen, contributed by 
the Chiefs, 


This description in outline of the arrangement of this thesis does 
by no m ans exhaust the full scope of Clerk's correspondence In addition 
to >the letters referred to above, there are scores of others which speak 
of t pics like construction of r ads, ' bridges, and river-darns, c caring ef 
forests, draining of marshes, making more equitable revenue settlements, 
bring' ng barren lands under cultivation . impiovement of trade, ^ ereeiio 
of baa^arsi and ntfier useful bui dings* etc —all descriptive of' the manifold 
nature of the work, of Clerk. These have ; net been discussed^ tt’'anv 
great length in this thesis as they fail my plan. ; They provide 

unmistakable evidence, however, that :C!efk- Reeled Ms attwition not 
only to' political 'proWems such aif4*;^ng the Prince^ ^b&t ..also 
prohftOted''the^Matela| weth being 'apd their subjeefe*^ 


,!S’K 



vernacular or nfiscenaneo'tte 





itJDsulted Beveral volumes containing the correspondence of Ochterlonj?^, 
Birch, Murray, Richmond and Broadfoot, as shown in the foot-notes. 
•Among printed works, I have consulted Griffin’s 'The Law of Inheritance 
to Chiefships/ ‘The Rajas of the Punjab’, and Chiefs and Families of 
Note In the Punjab’^ and of course the well-known and quite 
indispensable History of the Sikhs by J,D. Cunningham.^ I have also 
read the Calcutta Reviews— especially Volumes I and II of the period 
from May to December 1844. William Edward’s “Reminscences of a 
Bengal Civilian/’ Goldsmid’s "Biography of James Outram/’ Prinsep's 
"History of the Sikhs/’ and Steinbach’s "The'Punjub/’ But their use, 
especially of the four last-named, could very well be dispensed with, 
without maferialiy affecting the results of my study. ^ There is a 
paucity of published works on this period, as I have already stated, and 
several aspects of the Punjab History continue to be obscure and 
confused. Many of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs have* died out or lost their 
pre-eminent position, and no body knows what has happened to their 
rtc(uds No research scholars in states like Patiala, Nabha and Jind 
have worked ou this period or brought to light any records. 


In short, the most important source of this thesis is Clerk’s 
correspondence itself. At times written in very bad hand and in 
equally bad ink, with plenty of • grammatical and spelling mistakes madd 


TWr cf publimtilotts are I86t, IMO respeefciVBlfi 


(Th® l»s betou upto 

2. I have us^erd th® , 

Besides, 1 1 
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by the copyists, with frequent omissions or illegible words, the 
correspondence of Clerk has had nevertheless a faschinating interest for 
me. As I have pored over these old, musty and worm-eaten pages of 
the hound volumes preserved in the Punjab Record Office, I have 
marvelled at the manifold aspects of Clerk's acbievment-his industry, 
application and versatility. He might have had certain prejudices and 
wrong notions, might have committed a few errors-errors and prejudices 
are inseparable from human agency-but his moral uprightness. Ms 
passion for truth and above all his sincerity and good faith are only too 
apparent. He well believed that his work was righteous and that ii 

would endure. 


INDRA KRISHEN. 


January, 1952. 
DYAL SINGH GOLLEGH, 
KABNAL. 


l. On account of vagaries shown by them in fpeJJing Proper Nouns, to be found in 
despstohes, I have had no alternative but to adopt their modem spellings in extracts 

quoted by me. 


A. The EstaMithmeat of a British Agency at LudHana. 


The establishment of a British Agency at Ludhiana was an 
inevitable corollary to the treaty of friendship signed between Maharaja 
Ranjit Jingh and the Gompany^s Gavemmen^. This important diplo- 
matic transaction, otherwise know as the Treaty of Amritsar, was 
signed on April 25, 1809, According to its terms, the Sikh ruler 
had to renounce his sovereignty over ail the Sirhiiid Chiefs i. e, 
the Sikh Chiefs existing towards the south and east of the river 
Sutlej and to confine himself and his ambitions to the regions, north and 
west of itA Thus all chances of extension of Ranjit Singh's authority 
towards the river Jumna disappeared for ever. The Treaty of Amritsar, 
on the other hand, installed the Company's sovereignty over the 
Phulkian states of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and Kaithal, and dozens of 
petty Chieftains of varying degrees of importance — Jugirdc^rs^ PoMidat^ 

and Mis^ldats — collectively known as the Sirhind and Malwa Chiefs. 

\ 

The most fruitful eiiect of the treaty was that it provided 
opportunities to the British Government to influence, at times, the 
policy of Ranjit Singh towards his neighbours, a fact which often 
exercised his patience. This is what happened in the matter of his 
relations with Sindh and Afghanistan, and Wade, the BngMsh Agent at 
Ludhiana, built much personal influence with Ranjit Singh to be able 
to moderate ^ bis designs against those powers. The Maharaja was 
made to realise his limitations, the infeiriority in effloienoy and trailaing 
of his troops in terms of Snglish standards and more par'ticuleyrly his 
much more circumscribed economic and financial resources. So mm* 


h Cunningham*! ** History o| tli© Si&hs p. 14L 

Bee aliO, Calcutta Jaiiiiary?^uiie 1840, pp. \ 


vinced he grew of these, that he hesitated aad postponed until the 
end of his life any thought of fighting the English power, though he 
nourished deep-rooted suspicion and distrust of her diplomatic moves 
concerning the north-western regions. How he did not relish the terms 
of the Tripartite Treaty of 1838, which opened out to the English the 
prospect of establishing military out- — posts at Kandhar, Ghazni, Kabul 
and Jallalalabad, is well-known. Even then he had to join the English 
in the Afghan expedition or else he would have been left out. 

In the matter of Sindh, Ranjit Singh did not abandon his designs 
until the very end, although the British thwarted him ail along. At 
times he was so chagrined as to strengthen his forces with a spurt and 
possibly think of forming some sort of a mutually helpful alliance with 
Nepal, ■ as is shown by the cordial reception given to the' Nepalese 
Mtesion in 1837.^ The measure of his resentment might 


l. The comihg of the mission aroused great alarm in the mind of Wade, the 

English Ag^t at Ludhiana, who was afraid that other states miglit join 

the Lahore-Hepal Alliance and thus establish a balance of pcwer against 
the British in India. Again, when the Maharaja w^as on his death-bed in 
' June, 18S9, an Agent arrived from the Haja of Bikaner. 

There had been earlier Sikh-Ourkha intercourse also, for example 
Elliott writing to Murraj on February 9, 18213 requested him to trace the 
party from Hepal which had been reported by the then Collector of Bareilly 
' (B.,. p. 89) and detain them, if poi^foie (B. H. 25., L.. N. 81). Again 

want^ to find out whether Nepal aad Lahore rulers were in the habit of 
.Ifisoping' any diplomatic intercourse (B. N. 25, L. N. 68). Be sent an extract 
^ of -letter from the Political Secretary to Ooyernment to his address (p. IW). 
Wade also sent 'some news of the 'Nepalese mission to Murray giving the 
names of the Nepalese agents — Qanga ' Bam, Hardhian and Bevi Das and the 
manner of their reception (B. H. 25., L. N.. 74, April 11, 1825). Murray seat 

on Apriy 28, 3825, in which he declared tlmt there had been no 

avow’ed diplomatic intercourse between tho two courts since the expuMon 
of the Gurkhas from the Hills .situated inter Gogra pal Sutlej ; whatever 
correspondence they might hate kept' might have been a one 

'iB. N. , 




have shown itself more unequivocally, had he been alive at 
the time of the Kabul disaster of 1841, for in terms of the Treaty of 
1809, the English had no right of interfering in his affairs in regions 
beyond the Sutlej.^ 


B. BSstory of the Britisli Agency 


It was in April, 1810, that Colonel (afterwards Sir David) 
Ochterlony was appointed Agent to the Gfovernor General at Ludhiana. 
He conducted his correspondence relating to the affairs of the Cis-SutleJ 
Chiefs with the Supreme Government at Calcutta through the Resident 
at Delhi.^ In June 1810, Captain G. Birch was appointed as his 
Political Assistant. This shows that the new Agency developed a fair 
amount of political work practically from the time of its institution. 
Ochterlony was away on military duty during the ^Gurkha War, from 
October 1814 to June 1815 and daring this period, Birch deputised for 
him at Ludhiana. On Ochterlony^s resuming charge, his designation 
was clarified and altered as Superintendent of Political Affairs and Agent 
to the Governor-General in the Tenitories of the Protected Sikh and 
Hills Chiefs between the Jumna and the Sutlej. He was given another 
assisstant in Lieutenant Ross. Birch was now stationed at Nahan and 
Ross at Sabathu. 


In October 1816, the office at Ludhiana, was transferred to 
Karnal where it remained until March 20, 1822, when it was transferred 


All these facts sho# that Ms so called pro*British Policy was inspired by ’dread 
of their power and not by any genutiue feeling oftnist or goodwill ^ m ha» been, 
sapposed by several writears. 


The control over the Prcfcecied BIWs.wMBtat^'traasferoedfifCte 

atMMiK) O0ht«lony(B.H. 16, ^ ,V . 


Prom May I, 18$^ 
ai*s Ag^f a| Delhi 





to Ainbala.1 ^ third Assistant, Lieutenant William Murray, was appoint- 
ed in July 1815 and posted to Ludhiana in. November 1816. His duties 
were to look after the Eoyal family of Kabul in exile there and also to be 
in charge of the Treasury and Police at that outpost. In Ochterlony’s 
absence the three Assistants were to conduct the duties of the Agency 
directly through the Resident at Delhi. In December, 1816, Birch was 
transferred from Nahan to Karnal where he continued until September 16, 
1821, and was then relieved by Rosa.* 

# 

. Ross was succeeded as Deputy Superintendent at Ambala by 
Murray on April 6, 1823. In turn, Murray was relieved by Lieutenant 
C. J. Wade at Ludhiana. The sub-agency at Babathu was now held by 
Captain C, R Kennedy, the Cammandant of the Kasiri Battalion who 
was styled as Principal Assistant to the Resident at Delhi.® The petty 
hill Chiefs were placed under his iurisdictaon while the bigger hill states 
lik# Sirmur, Hindur and Bilaspur were umW the supervision of Murray at 


' I, ‘ Bess informed Middleton that b© had ramoved his office from Kama! to Ambala 
(B: m. 70, L. N. 110). 

In Hovember, 1821, Ross wrote to Swinton, Secretary to Oovemment of 
India, suggesting the transfer of his office from Kamal to Ambsk as the 
military and political control of the country between the Jumna and the 
Sutlej were not vested in one offickl. ' Ambala was chosen as an appropriate 
place being situated in a central place# and as it would laps© to Qommmmt at 
the death of its ruler, Sardami Bya Baur, who was ill and very old (B. 70, 

L. H. 74). The transfer was sanctioned. (Besident at Balhi to Boss, 
January 16, 1622, B. F. 22, L. 6>. 

2. ^ Birch to Oohterlony, September 1821, B. N. 70, I*. 40, 

Row to Oehterlony, September 16, mi, B, H. 70, L. m 44 

Ochhwkny to Bow, Octobm?, 9 1021, B, H.2I ,, L. H. ML 
Bow to Murray, April % 1823, B. m. m» Ii. M. 41. 

. , Bow to Mumy, April 6,1823, 
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Ambala. From June 14, 1827, Murray began to be called as 
Political Agent, Axnbala, while Wade was designated as Political 
Assistant, Ludhiana J On October 27, 1827, Murray was relieved of 
the charge of Lahore dependencies but he continued to be in charge 
of the Protected Sikh States* The Lahore dependencies were entrusted 
to Wade, who conducted correspondence with the Supreme Govern- 
ment at Calcutta, through the Eesident at Delhi.^ 

Further changes took place on the death of Murray at Sabathu 
on June 28, 1831. Mr. Ross Bell succeeded him temporarily until 
the appointment of Mr. George Russel Clerk on August 13, 1831.^ 

In July 1832, Waders designation was further changed from Political 
Assistant to Political Agent* In July 1838, Clerk was vested wtih 
the supervision of the affairs of Maharaja Ranjit Singh's Cis-Sutlej 
possessions in addition to his other duties while Wade was entrusted 
with the management of the British relations with Ranjit Singh 


Hislop to Mtirray, June 14, 1827, B. K* 27, L. K. 160. 

Murray could not summon to Anabala the agent of Kanjit Singh at Ludhiana 
without the permission of Wade (Metcalfe to Murray, ISTovember 4, 1826, 
B. H. 26, L. N* 234). 

Trevelyan to Murray, October 27, 1827, B. 27, L. N, 260. 

Murray was asked to communicate with Wade and carry into execution 
the arrangements sanctioned by Government in compliance with a desire 
expressed by Banjit Singh for the separation of the Jurisdictions of the 
Political Agents of Ambala and Ludhiana, Colebrooke informed Murray that 
the superintendence of the Political Agent, Ambala over the Protected 
States and that of the Political Assistant, Ludhiana , over the . Oa^Sutiei 
possessions of the Juahore State in future would be entirely separate (B* 27, 

L* H. 284)* 

m 

Prinsep to Bell, June 28, 18SI* B. H. 31, L. H. 31. 

Prinsep to Clerk, Juno 28, 1831, B. H* 31, L. H* 32* 

Clerk to Besident, August 13, 1831, B,H. 77, L*K. 61 

The post was offered to Cleric ott June 28, 1$31," bht he, charge 
only on August 13, 1831. The salary , offered was M9. 

(Swlnton to Clerk, September 2, 1831^^ 31, L* 
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regarding the affairs of the Trans-Sutlej Punjab and his possessions 
beyond the Indus.^ in March, 1840, Clerk waa entrusted with the 
Agency at Ludhiana and given ■. the designation of Agent to the 
Governor-General for the affairs of the Punjab ; this was further altered 
to Agent, to the Governor-General,-- North West Frontier in the same 
year.2 Clerk had held temporary charge of the Ludhiana Agency 
twice previously - once from December 1836 to April 1837 and a second 
time for about a year-from November 1838 to October ISSO durlng 
Wade's absence to Lahore and Afghanistan, respectively.^ In March 
1840, it was settled that in matters relating to the affairs of the 
Trans-Sutlej Punjab and the Court of Lahore, Clerk was to corres- 
pond with the Suireme Government, while the Control of the 
Cis-Sutlej principalities was vested dn the ' Government of the North- 
West Frontier and concerning their affairs Clerk was to correspond 
with that Government.'* In October, 1842, Clerk was appointed Envoy 
to the Court of Lahore and held that oflSce until June 1843 when 
he was made . Lieutenant Governor, North West Provinces. He was 
succeeded at Ludhiana fay Lieutenant-Colonel A. F. Eichmond, who 
assumed charge on June 21, 1843^, 


Coniirmed from 6 

Clerk had also worked for some Mm# in Delhi, as First Assistant, Besidency 
for we have one letter from Murray addressed to him in that capacity 

(B. N. 76, L, 4, January 23, 1828). He himself refers tc it in a letter to 

. iFwset.of August 18, 1834 (B. N. 83, D. S'. 127). (He was in June 1831, 
the Politioal Agent at Kota in Rajputana, and a little earlier had acted as 
7;. !• Agmtat Jaipur)* ^ ' 

■ Mamaghten to Clerk, July, 2S, 18^, ‘ B. K. 38, L. N. 40. ' 

Maddook to Clerk, March 16, 1840, B. H. 129, L. H 1. 

'Clerk writing to Meio^fe on January 'ISil, informed Mm of the new 
designation. He added that the office of Political Agenl, 'Ambala, had 
hem abolished and that place . hf^^^beoome- ,?olitfcai Aisistant-ship like 
LudMana and Ferojsapur (B. N. SS, L. N. 168). 

3. amk to Metcalfe, April 29, 1837, B. m 83, L. N. U. 

Clerk to .Macnaghten, l^oVemb#r 1838, B. N* 104, L, H. 1. 

‘.porr«s to iGietk» Janp^y % 1839, B* H# 123» L. ¥• 7* 

A. ^MiMdock to' aerk, March 16,' 18#,' M. 129, L. N. 1. " ' ' ' 

Metcalfe to Clerk, May 13. im B: H, ’126, L. W. ' ‘ 

4^;7,qieik -•!# June 21, 1843, B. M. MS, L.H.6|. , , ‘ 


C— Work of Ike Agency at Ambala*' 

As to the actual work of the Agency, the affairs of the Rajas 
and Chiefs in communication with the Agency kept the office staff 
very busy. Then there was the work of copying in, registering, making 
transcripts for despatch', taking down evidence and embodying volumi- 
nous proceedings held in cases occurring between the protected Sikhs 
There were also to be kept journals of daily proceedings which were 
required for the public to whose inspection they remained open at all 
times.^ Weekly diaries had to be prepared for despatch to the 
Supreme Government to enable it to keep in touch with allimportant 
matters.^ Tn reply to Government's complaint that Clerk did not send 
the diary', he stated ; *‘The duties of this office are of such an extensive 
and complicated nature that it is difficult to find time for the diaries, 
and although I have each week under taken them, I have hither to 
failed in completing them, having been compelled to desist on finding 
the occupation of my time with it has occasioned heavy accumulations 
of the current busioess of this office."^ Later, Clerk demanded the 
service of an Assistant for preparing diaries, as he did not like to 


1. Clerk tol'raser, August 16, 18M, B. H. 80, L.N. 126. 

2. This work interrupted the other important duties of the writers and so he 
demanded the service oftwoorthiee more writers in Persian, He pointed 
out that he was not in favour of giving up this . as *'this prompt puhlicity’’ 
diminished the unauthorised sources of gain” which presented themseles 
to the natives employed in the Agency Office. This MoznamcM was at times 
a week or more in arrears, as the Persian Mutsaddi© were very busy with 
other duties (B. H. 78, L. K. 68). 


8. Macnaghten to Clerk, July 29, X832, B, N. 32, L, iSf. 62. 

Clerk to Macnaghten September 21, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 68. 

Trevelyan to Clerk, June 19, 1834, B. N, 34, L. 40. 

Clerk wrote that he had* ‘to prepare the diary himself, and to Wa«te 
nqiany hours that should have been devoted to ^‘matters of more moment aaid 
to despatching the current business of the office.** 

'4 metk to Praser, April 30, 1833, B. H. 1% L H, M, 

Clerk also observed: understand the instructions.,,.., required me to do 
BO. The record has been ki^t as re^arly , as I could keep it*, bjut my, , time 
has hitherto, proved insufficimt for itS' translation. wAe 

evry exertion ^ .. , t , l 








M,. 


b© iaterrapted ia discharge ©f Ms imporiaal daties,^ Tliea there Wae 
work in connection with escheated lands called **The Reserved Lands/* 
The annual revenue of snoh lands amounted to Rs. 1,80,000^ and the 
people inhabiting them numbered 150,000. These were not contignons 
and were surrounded on all sides by the lands of independent Sikh 
Sardars, They had long been neglected and needed much care and 
attention to- ensure the welfare and protection of British subjects 
living on them.^ ^ 


1*. Clerk to Fraaer, May 10, 1833, B. H. 70, L. H. 31. 

One of the duties was connected with petitions which Clerk used to 
receive five days a week. In one day twenty to thirty petitions were received. 
Among the petitioners were many subjects of the protected Chiefs and such 
persons were referred to the rulers concerned; ^at times he introduced a very 
important petitioner to a ruler’s ¥&kU or agent who usually lived at Ambsla. 
Clerk observed; *‘Any other mode of proceeding...... would leave me no time to 

look to the concerns of our own subjects in this quarter or for tiie condue 

of complicated affairs between protected Chiefs requiring attention andt 

adjustment.” iB. H. 70, L- 105). 

Again in a latter of 1840, he wrote that hia reception of applications 
and petitions was not limited to any particular thneor place ; a Mutaaddi 
used to sit at his door at all hours of day and night to receive them ; even 
when he went for a ride, the Mutsaddi would accompany him ready to receive 
petitions. (B. N. 83, p. 227). 

2. ■ Clerk to Fraser, 'August 16, 1832.' B. N. 80, L, K. 126. 

The following was the establishment sanctioned in 1832 by Government 
for Clerk’s office:— 


1 English writer 
1 Persian Munshi 
i-Naib MunsM 
1 Gurmukhi writer 
1 Mohafis Dafter 
10 Ahalkar at Bs. 4 each 
1 Jamadar of Ahalkars 


Es* 100 
„ 100 
30 

„ 30 

25 

i> 

6 


per mensem. 




Total; 


33i 


Bwintcnto Fraser, AprE 32. p, 65* 

Later on, he demanded larger establishment, as the work of Ms office 
had expanded. The greater number of cases that he had to hear, more stre. 
nous reveaua and police duties in Ambala and outside and the rising tide of 
insecurity of life and property in the neighbouring Sikh prinoipaliti^ necesai^ 
tated this IncreMe, Aaothbt cause ' was the exiwislon of Brittah «k»atro! and 
the sub-division of the oifeates (S.'S*,, 78, LL 126 and 170)* 


m 

M the head of such an Agency, presided, almost for a full decade, 
George Enssel Clerk, on© of the ablest of the English administrators in 
India at the time. Historians and writers like Cunningham,^ Henry 
Lawrence,® and Prinsep®— to mention only a few — have paid tribute to his 
diplomatic skill shown in his dealings with the Protected Princes* 
Herbert Edwardes thougnt he was “ beyond doubt the most accomplished 
Indian diplomatist of his day/"^ Low, the biographer of Pollock, called 
him a veteran statesman and the political father of Sir Henry Lawrence, 
Mackeson and others*® Lawrence styled him “ the Preuxchevalier or 
the gallant knight of the Civil Service.® 


1. Ouamagham says in a footnote: — ‘‘In the Sikh States on either side of 
the Sutlej, the British Government was long fortunate in being represented 
by sueh men as Captain Murray and Mr* Clerk — so different from one an- 
other and yet so useful to one common purpose of good for the English 
power. These men, by their personal character or influence added to the 
general reputation of their countrymen and they gave adaption and flexibi- 
lity to the rigid unsympathising nature of a foreign and civilised supremacy 
(P- 141). 

Again he observed: ** independent of bis general qualifications he 

was t^e person best suited to the requirements of the time {p. 233). 

2. He said ; “It was fortunate for British interests that at this period, Mr. 
George Russel Clerk was the British Political Agent for the Sikh affairs; a 
man of great energy and practical good sense, of unflinching courage and 
yet of most gentle and winning manners. He was just the person to manage 

the rude and boisterous Sikhs The pattern of an English gentleman himself, 

straight-forward and unbending in essentials, he knew, perhaps better than any 
other man in India, when and what to yield. He was always ou the alert, seeing 
things with hia own eyes... He kept the Sikhs to their engagements by combined 
fimmess an .1 urbanity/* Calcutta Review, Volume I (May- August 18M.) p^ 4T6. 

3. Prinsep, talking about Clerk calls him “a gentleman not o^nly possewing 
talents and energy but practical good ser s© , and though of 
ikmMem gentle, conciliating and winning in his manners’* (History of 
the Punjab Volume 11, p. 201). 

Major— General, Sir, H, Goldsmid in hia b bgraphy of “ lamw Ontmm** 
Volume II, p, 247-— 4S, pays a tribute to Clerk especialiy for iii# ' work 
he did to restore British prestige after the Afghan debacle. 

4. Quoted by Low in Ms Life and corfespondeace of Fi^*Manhkl, Sir 

George Pollock** in a> footnote on p,$ll. • 

5. im ' [ ^ 

CMoulta Beview, Volumb I (May— August p, ' 


It m said tbat Clerk kept a large number of' horses and his power 
of locomotion on horae-baok proved one among many causes of his 
onbocmded iainence with the Sikh Chiefs and people under his political 
charge.^ ^ Some of the horses were kept ready at all hoars; he would 
reach the scene of a dispate,, before the disputants conld get tidings of 
leaving his headquarters* His presence was often quit© sufficient to prevent 
m impending boundary fight between neighbouring villagers. When they 
he^S'^d. that Robin or white mare had been sent out a stage or two to wait 
for the * Umbalawalla, as the agent was universally called and would 
soon bring its master to the spot^ they dared not proceed with their 
quarrel.® Alone he would ride for miles Into the villages and fields and 
converse withthe people and before they knew who he was, elicit 
mformation as .tohimself and his officials.® Small wonder, Clerk proved m 
successful an Agent. 

; Hot only was he a great poIiMcai agent, hut also a great adminlF* 
toatorr.iiHe made an end bf tobbl^ and piunder prevailing in the regioiiB 
admteistored by him. Land was reclaimied, and 'the' portion of the 
country adjoining Ksrnal, Jind, Kaithal and Ladwa, which was once 
barmn and unproductive, began to be cultivated.^ He even intro- 
duced cotton and sugar and other remunerative crops. I’or this 


i, William Bdwards; **Bemm8oene©s of a Beagai CiTlliau— p. 33-34. 

He described bow Clerk rode from Ambala to Musaourie to confer with 
' Mr, ' Bobertspn, the Lieutenant Governor, N, W, P , over the Afghan problem 
toward the end of September 1841; he reached Mussourie in the morning 
»id’'l©ll' the wme evening for'Ambsda, Edwards also observed, ,**TMs was 
n#' lUmemrf ride for Sir Ceorge*'*. 

2* il'fd, p. 33. A» Edwards put iti' ■’^*The Sikhs u»d to aeeert that he kept 
a hujidred kori«i in his stablai,- d which ' some ww© always ready' posted 
towards every qvmWx$ so 'It was no use 'to attempt ahy ' disguises with 
him’%: • ! .1 , , . . . - * , , . , ■ , 

3* ,Oalcutta Beview, Volume II, Cctober^l)ecember’ 1844*p. 131 

4. Oaloutia Review, Volume and 191* * 


^ r :in 

purpose, he would make extensive tours and give out seed to all likely 

Clerk, therefore, was typical of the best type of English officers 
who have done so much to extend the benefits of their rule in this country. 
His work in connection with the Gis-Satiej principalities is a memorable 
one. No other English Agent occupied this office for so long a period 
and with such conspicuous success. He worked hard to re nder his office 
worthy of the liberal ideals preached in England at the time. Deservedly 
popular with the princes and peasants alike, Clerk has left a great name 
for honesty, integrity and hard, useful work. 

P-*-Cis*Sutlej Stales and the Supreme Gevemmenir 

The Sutlej Chiefs were taken under the protection ef the 
Company's # Governnnmt according to the Treaty of Amritsar by an 
Ittilah^Tiama dated May 3, 1809.® This declaration became ** the 
Charter of Bights to which the Chiefs have since looked and appealed 
for the settlement of ail questions that have arisen between them and 
the British Govern ment/" Its important articles were : — ^ 


L Lawrence pays a tribute to Captain Murray who commenced the 
reformation and reclamation’' and- says that he was nobly followed wp 
by Mr. Clerk’®. He gave the examplo of 4mbala which was turned ii^o 
a large walled town with streets and bazars better laid out and better 
, „ built ..than. ..,ony.. town, with, which, we are acquainted,,,., in.. ■ Ilpper .Ladia;*^ 
Similarly he compared the British half of Thanesar with the other half 
managed by the widows of Fateh Singh and added that in the country 
'■ ■■ "'the ■ contrast "was much greater; the British ¥illages" were' ^ ■""progrfts^tif" 
In cultivation ” while those of the Sardarnis ** daily deteriorating. ^ 
{J5ia, p. 191 and 194). , ^ 

'At another pla«», he observed' .t “'Bfie protected states bwe b#en for- 
tunate in their admistrators Ross, Murray and Clerk, Who; «|Oo#8siv^y 
the , • eoun^ August, 1,844, , | 

Cunningbam, p* ^Appendix 'Clrlffiii’i ^ofenA Ih B^laa 

of the Punjab ” Ip.' ll^f'^and ^'Wfenise' I, 

' p*S5. 'Also ‘May-AugiM^^ the 

Calcutta Review the date.of the proelamatloiie'lt'i^'^'’' 


Aflidie 2. 

All the coiiatry of the Chiefs ' thus takea under protection 
shall be exempted from all pecuniary tribute to the Company's 
Govemtnenl. 

Aftidle 3. 

The Chiefs shall remain in the full exercise of the same 
rights and authority in their own possession which they enjoy^ 
before passing under British protection. 

Article 4. 

Should a British force, on purpose of general welfare, be 
required to march through the country of the said Chiefs, it is 
necessary:' and,., incufflb^^ that, every Chief shall, within his own 
.^possessions,.' assist .and ■furnish, to /the full of .his power, :..iuch. force^ 
.with supplies of grain and other nece^aries which may b% demanded. 

■■. Artide"""''5"r '. ' 

Should an enemy approach from any quarter, for the purpose 

of conquering this country, friendship and mutual ii tereat require 
that the Chiefs foin the British Army with their force and exerting 
themselves in expelling the enemy, act under discipline and proper 
obedience,^ 

The Chiefs, now freed from the menace of Rsnjit Singh's 
power, embarked on a course of quarrelling among themselves with 
a view to bringing -about the absorption or deatruclion of the weak. 

^ This necessitated the issuing of a second proclamation on August 22, 
1811, pointing out to the Zemindars and other subjects of the 
Sirhind Chiefs the futility of appealing to the British officers in 
'complaints against their chiefs.* It further stated that several 


1. ' Til© rulers "of Mabha, Hahto, Mmai Majra, Maler&otla, ©to. offered tbeir 
' serviote in tb© First - Afghan ' War in pewusne© of this clause {B. N. SS, 
1 m 'M, 73, Hoveihber 8, 1038). ;• ' ■ 

% The' kiiguag© is ' as foEiwrf tmj B© impress^ on the aiin'iiii of evmj 

ssemindar and other, subjeet, that the attainment of justice is to foe ezpeoted 
from their respective Chiefs only, that they may act in the smailest 
d€^ee, , swerve form the observation of iuhc3^ffinatioo*»***Chii^ 

, 4|0, 4pp«adix apsvfif** 
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Sirdars since the last inenrsion of Raja Ranjit Singh, wrested the states- 
of others and deprived them of their lawful possessions and that in the 
restoration they have used delays, until detachments of British army 
have been sent to effect restitution. It is, therefore, by order of the 
British Government, hereby proclaimed that if any one of the Sirdars 
or others have forcibly taken possession of the estates of others, or 
otherwise injured the lawful owners, it is necessary that — —the revenues 
of the estate from the date of ejection of the lawful proprietor, together 
with whatever losses the inhabitants of that place may sustain from the 
march of troops, shall without scruple be demanded from the offending 
party and for disobedience of the present orders a penalty...... shall he 

levied^.....;,,*.’* 


In this way it fell to the lot of the English Agents, from 
Ochterlony to Clerk, to take upon themselves the most difficult and 
tedious task of deciding intricate questions relating to aggression of 
certain Chiefs against others, disputes between the Chiefs and their 
dependents, quarrels concerning boundaries of different domains, disputes 


1. Cunningham, p. 410 — 11 Appendix XXV 11. 

On January 1, 1823, Bose reported to Fraser several instances 

of disorder in the protected Sikh states and raised the qu^taon of ttie 
degree of the interference to be ' exercised by the British Goveimjtttent. 
Fraser replied, a« follows 

**Wbm we engaged upon their solicitation to- defrod the Cis- Sutlej 
states from foreign invasian; w© did not bind mrmlvm to uphold violence 
and injustiee nor did we preclude ourselves from preventing the Chiefs 
become cruel dwpotSt Although we promised not to interfere vexatiously 
and capriciously in the intemal arrangement of their Covammianfcs^ the 
duty ^of protection involves a right of control, which we cannot abandon 
and must ©x«cise. The British Oovmmcsnt will not become the 41»t*or 
of cruelty and oppression, instead of being the ^ protector of tfe# Vedk 

and the prompted nf oydef, virtue and ju#ic#, 

' - 
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over Buceession and inheritance and cases of escheat or lapse As these 
Chiefs paid no tribute to the Supreme Government, confiscation was 
resorted to, whenever expedient or convenient. In i832 at/tempts were 
mad#* to sound the Chiefs if thet^ were agreeable to giving money tribute, 
but they were hot willing to do soA They were told plainly that, in case 
of non-payment of any tribute, Government would oontinucs to' lake 
advantage of all lapses as the only mode of compensation in any degree 
for the expense to which it was subjected by extension of Its protection 
over the countries lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna A The Chiefs 
must have regretted not having accepted the reasonable proposal of 
Government whan they saw a number of principalities including Kaithal 
and a part of Jind lapsing to it. Patiala and Nabha might have lapsed 
also but for the fight of adoption conferred on their rulers after the 
IJutiny, because of their long ^ tried loyalty and fidelity to the British 

* ^ ' As’ to the criminal jurisdiction of these Chiefs, ‘the 

British Government in their first proek&ation had prbttisrf 
to respect the rights and authority exercised by them before 


1. For the general principles underlying the work of British funetionaries, 
see Cunninghum, p, 143-44 and the foot-note on p. 144-45. He pointed 
out how these officials, being immersed in details, at times held certain 
biased views but tbe Supreme Government always acted as a remote, 

, d^bemtivo or t^orrective body, as it could survey things through an 
. V, ^tiposphere cleared of mists and judge* of measures with reference both to 
, the universal principles of justice and statesmanship. 

Another writer wrote about them thus i . ** Possessed a» they are 

of the views of the Supreme Government. the political agents, though 

' " seme ^ times called upon to decide with '' prompMfctid© upon" th# line of 
_ection to be pursued in a sudden ©merganoy,’ are for’ the most part little 
^ more %hm.m executive body* '"They are the representatives of the Governor 
'Q&mml — ^exponents of his 4>i3aiobs’^ — ^the agents ‘ of his policy ” 
(Oaloutta Beview,’ , Volume Vli p. 312, January- June, 'iSlt). 

,In reality^ the Political Agmts had ’ a dual role play*^-^they 
syin,b<^l|zed ^ Government in the eyee of the Princes andi ' In teria represent 
-ed those Princes, before their own Gov^m^tr’"'' 

2. A fuller exposition of the point wfil' he offered later in thlsworkv 

3. Clerk te Metcalfe, March 23, IS36, B., M* h. H. 44. 


im 

^|}iey wem received under their protection.^ In the second 
Proclamation this right was once , again confirmed In very ■ clear 
terms. The zemindars and other subjects of the Chiefs were warned 
not ’ to make complaints to British officials against their rulers as 
no attention would bo paid to such complaints. Specific examples 
were quoted when the British officers did not interfere in the 
Judicial rights of the Chiefs. The subjects of the Chiefs were told 
*Hhat the attainment of justice is to foe expected from their respec- 
tive Chiefs’* and that ‘"complaint to the officers of the British 
Government will be of no avail, and that they consider their respee- 
ive Sirdars as the source of Justice.^ 

Another problem was the capture of criminals who fl d 
from British territory and took refuge in the domains of the Chiefs^ 
Mr,; Turner, the magistrate at Seharanpur, wrote to Clerk, soliciting 
his help in tho capture of certain criminals who had escaped into 
the neighbouring states. Clerk, in reply, admitted* that the Chiefs had 


1. Article 3 of the Proclamation : Cunningham, p. 408, Appendix XX Vi. 

Later on, the power of life and death was taken away form the 
hands of small Chiefs. In 1844, Kichmond reported that the Chief of 
Shahabad had executed a man without a fair trial and ao the Court of 
Directors ruled that this power should not be lei't with petty Chiefs. 

Kichmond to Thornton, May' 7, 1S44, B. M. 150, L. H. S7."' 

Thornton to Broadfoot, August 5, 1845, B. N* 136, L. N. 44» and 
despatch of the Court of Directors, Extract Para IT4S, Mo. 20 of 1846, 
May 21, 1846. 

2. Gunningliam, Appendix XXVII,, p. 410. 

Clerk to Turner, June O, 1832, B* H. 18, L. N, 116. 

He wrote: ‘*The subjoined arfelcie of ,the proclamatictti of the Bmpmtm 
Government to the* Southern Sikhs in 1800 and again in 1811, aanuring 
to the latter the exercise of that jurisdiction and of those |>rivileys 
previously exercised and enjoyed by them, 'is that' which, I apprehend, must 
be considered as absolving them for any such' efoligation as that of deli wing 
up whomsoever it may appear to us Indiepeneable to the ends ''Of 
to be oaused to be apprehended and punished.** 

The Cour^ .of DIreetma, ateo made .eertaha ol^vaMonii m Ifte aibleefe 
of surrender of fugitive* Aawdihg to thfah# this ’ ' «i#lt to 
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perfect right in granting shelter to such people or even in refusing 
to punish them, though he was , confident that they would help 
the British authorities in such matters and refuse to harbour such 
offenders or to allow them to ' wander unrestricted , in their own 
territories. But Clerk did not ; like the tone of Turner's requisition 
as it was calculated to create ■obstacles rather than to secure a 
eontinuanoe of the willing and prompt co-operation from the Sikh 
authorities to achieve that endv" 

The view that, 'the Chiefs were not bound to surrender the 
British criminais, Clark re-iterated in another letter to Turner making 
clear, however, thaij the obligations which these Princes owed to the 
British Government were perfectly well understood and acknowledged 
by them. That was why he could always count on their good 
will and co-operation. Clark went on ' to declare that he received 
from the Chiefs most willing co-opratian, provided he did not injure 
their feelings by any preemptory correspondence. He also added 
that ail interference in their internal-. affairs was to be scrupously 
avoided as it proved not only vexatious and offensive but also 
degrading to them. In conclusion, Clerk remarked ** — the attain- 
ment of the ends w© have in view is best secured by maintaining 

or creating in them a sense of their own respectabilit y and when 

a native Chief in the situation of these Sikhs becomes ost to all 
sense of respectability, the consequences are harsh measures and in 
most oases very unsatisfacory results/' 

Continued from page 15 

b© ooufiued to the case of heinous offences such as murder, highway 
robberies, etc. and they were of the view that *' the fwlings of particular 
iiativ© Oovemmeat, the character of its instiiiations and the general 
©quity or oppressiveness of its rule may often reqnir© to be adverted 
- to in the determination of^ such questions 

m Farther in regard to the interference of the British Government in 

oivilcM«, it was pointed out by them that the eojialaiiaant must be left to 
seek justice from tlie legithnat© superior .of the party against whom 

M» claim is preferred unless that party be resident or pommm property 
within our territories,**. 

B. N. 3S, p, 44— Extract from to letier Mb. ll of im, dated 
May 27, 1SS5, of the Court of, Bireetors, 

h Clerk to Turner, dune 24, 1SS2. B M* 78, 1. M. 121. 
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With respect to the delivery of subjects of the Chiefs, guilty of 
breaking a British law, Clerk quoted a resolution of the Governor-General 
in Council, dated October 24, 1824, which ran as follows’ : — 

The Governor-General is led to believe that the Sikh 

Chieftains claim to have generally exercised the right of punishing their 
own subjects, guilty of committing offences within the limits of a foreign 
jurisdiction,^ When inhabitants of these states, therefore, commit 
crimes within the Delhy district and escape back to their own country, 
application should be made to their Chiefs or Government to inflict 
punishment as well as to make restitution to the injured party/’ 

In a letter of 1843® to Mansel, Junior Secretary at : Calcutta, 
Clerk discussed the position of British subjects committing crimes in the 
Indian States under his political control and remarked ; I always desire 
that parties being British subjects in general, who transgress the laws 
of any independent state connected with us should be apprehended, 
convicted and punished by that state ; but the Chiefs, some time appre- 
hensive of their authority or the degree of its exercise being afterwards 
called in question and at others averse to being burdened with the 
maintenance of such prisoners, are reluctant to try or to punish them. 
It therefore devolves on me to do so. But I do not on this aoeount 
deliver to them criminals, being their subjects who commit offences in 
the territories of the British Government under my management. These 
I try and convict...... This I do so by right : the other I do, beo<i<u»t mtm 

'body must check crime,. ^ ^ ' 


L Clerk to Tor or, Jnm 24. m% B. 78, L. H.iSl, 

2, Clerk rem^rfcod; .•‘Direct jiirwdtcii^n- ''In/ criminal >»»» "In' febe 

tewdtoiyof a protected ; OMef i# \ »l»aking , lii''" i»y 

. j office. N. 80, D. i»5f. 174^,; t' ^ 


But that was Bot the only probkm which Clerk had to faec; 
There were certam Chiefs who coaiiived at crimes or did not punish the 
offenders. What was the duty of the British Govern mcnt in such cases ! 
According to Clerk, When there is a want of vigilance on the part of a 
Chief to check criine» it is the duty of a paramount slate to notice his 
neglect and to see that no such miscaiTiage of Justice should go 
unpunished.^ 

A particular atrocious murder was reported by Clerk. Muwammat 
Bhagan, the daughttr-indaw of Dya Singh, the Chief of Junkore or 
Tanganr, was murdered with the connivance of her fatber-iii-law and 
Lai Singh, her deceased husband^s brother. Lai Singh had wished to 
marry her but she had refused to accept him. The servant® of Lai Singh 
were responsible for this heinous offence. Clerk recommended that Ltl 
Singh should be disinherited and expelled from the state while Bya Singh 
was to lose his share of the estate excpt a small village for his main- 
tenance, The estates were to escheat to the. British Government.* In 
1841, two Sardans of Shahabad, Banjit Singh and Sher Singh, were 
accused of forging a partition-deed. The former was fined 'Ra." lO,©00 
and the latter Rs. 5,000.* 


I* Clerk to Thcmmmn, Ttine 8, 1841, B. H. 8S, L, M* 174. 

• MMdi and Griffin ; ** Chiefs and families of Kote in the Punjab 

Volume I, p. 44— The villages were given to Lai SiBgh*s son Harnam Singh 
on whose death in 1844, Lai slngh was reinstated* Even earlier, Clerk 
h«^ spohm of Dja Singh^a estate as << most ill-managed ** and acouied 
Mm of associating with most lawless characters, B. N. 80, L. N. 

Another such murder was committed by Partap BIngb, Chief of 
Buddul, of his mother Man Kanwar, for which offence he was transported 
for life--(B. m m% L. H. IS and B. N* ISS, L. N. 8}. 

3. Clerk to Thomason, Jime,2S, 1841, B. H. SS, L. H. 175. 

Thomawm to OI«k, luly 24, 1841, B. M, 128, L- H. 118. 

Thomasim to Ci«k, February 25, 1843, B. H. 1S2, L. 24, and Extract Paras 
if and iS of a despatch from the Court of Bireetora, Ho. SC of 1842, 
l>ec«nber M, B. M. 1$2, p. 3§* 

Otherwise also, the Shahabstd Sirdars did not enjoy mj good reputation* 

See B* H. 77, L. H* 88, B* H. S4, th. H. 84 and m, B. H. 85, Mi. H* 
187 and 214, B. H. 8irLL..H.. If' and Jlf, B* H. 82, L* H. 41, and B. % 

P®, ffi . H# 28| 28 S3pd 70| ^ « *3 "■ t.'i I . j 


A word may be said about the criminal jurisdiction of the 
Pattidars or Jagirdars. Every Pattidar was his own Magistarta or 
Collector as far as liis own internal arrangements were concerned.^ 
Some Pattidars were very small ; otheis were quite important. They 
were often suspected of sheltering robbers and other desperadoes from 
the British territory. Many of the British officials regarded the dependent 
Pattees of the Reserved Estates (escheated estates) as under thei 
judicial control, whereas the Pattidars would not give up their Judicia 
rights. This led to unpleasantness between the Pattidars and the loca 
British officials. The whole position grew so confusing that Clerk had 
to ask for clarification.^ Ultimately the Pattidars were deprived 
of their magisterial powers and only entrusted with the management of 
their revenues.* 


1. Calcutta Be view. Volume II, October- December, 1844, p, 192. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, December 13, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N* 229. 

3. About the jurisdiction exercised bj the Br'tisli authoritiei in the Pattia, 
Clerk remarked ; ** The jurisdietion— has been of a very anomalous desorp- 
tion. Disputes among the Sikh sharers are referred to this offioe for 
adjustment — opinions are asked and preoedenta sought of the heawimea of 
the Futtee in which the disputed claim aris^ — The Sarkar das or leading 
men in the Futtees, who may be constituted the referees hy the FoMtioal 
Agent may o?jcasidnally be misled in their deeislom— but after all the oMm 
is brought back again by petition to be lieard and argued in his pieswia# 
and if not so satisfied— the parties appeal to Belhy*..But in -Folioii matters 
within these Futtees, a direct judsdictioa hw not* hith^c bo«a pAllied. 
The power haa be^ assumed of taking eogniaance of lieinous . offeneei font 
the punishment of the offenders has been reMnquIslaed to the Fmtt«®da« 
...In short the inhabitants of the Futtees have not hmi eontidwred or 
treated as British subjects,’* B. H. 80, L. H. ia5,Auguat 21, 1834, 

Again in hit letter of Deo©mb«r 10, Ctork inforanod Fmsir; 
injunotiems had been given to the pattidars to prev «i|t grealpp 
being Inflicted than a crlm© should require and ^g^feed the,^ ^ 

order to eheciltlia al>u»e olf ^power by th<m 
are, each hia righto of Independeiice In’ ’ fA ' 

/ , . 


Talking of the PaMiafs of Aaibala, Clerk itated Ibat the 
ft©¥§ini^ and Police of the Pattees, though not so directly managed 
as th© police and Revenue of the lapsed Ohiefships, were aubjeel to 
Ms controL^ If any serious complaint of mal-adminslratioii or 
oppression was prefered by the Zemindars^ the political Agent had 
nil discretion to intervene and ad|u3it their differences* To the 
Pattidars it was left to take cognissanca of misdemeanours and minor 
offences but even such cases came before the political Agent in 
the form of appeals ** 

1— The* Cis-SutleJ chiefs and the Moghal Ruler. 

The question of the attitude of the British Government towards the 
Moghal ruler in relation to Cis-SutleJ Chiefs came in for review 
the time of Clerk. The Governors General used to show all 
outward marks of respect to the Moghal ruler at Delhi.® He was 
also in receipt of an allowance since the days of Clive. In course 
of time, there had ,;been a steady diminution of that royal power 


eoMintmi froM pa^e 19 

'■ 'ia mmy km^tmmttdmbd by th© minute sufo-divkion of their pro|jeriy to a 
’ pittance.*.! tHak.,,thdt of looking to them for a «yafc©m of laws...!* hopelessi 
Tiieeniy proper alternative aeems to be to extend over theae subordinate 
l^uttees th© criminal laws now in force in .the Government lands, leaving the 
nmnagement of the revenues of the lands of the Puttees as ' hitherto in the 
hands of the Putteedars.” B. N. SO, L. H. 229* In January Goveromiwil 

did what Clerk had suggested ; the eriminal, laws, enforceii by Qoveminons 
^wev© extended over the Pattis and the management of the mwmmm w&i left iv 
the Pattidars. Praaer to Clerk, January 1836, B* K, L. ?, and Maeswewi 
to_Prasor, January 3, 1#^. B. H* 86^, p, 21, Be# also Calcutta lie view, 
‘Volume il, October- Deoeinber, p ^ - 

i. ^ Clark to^^Prwer, .^7^. ISS4,, B, H, B% L. m. 

Clerk h^ avery/^obr Vptnion^ ot these P»ttidam-8ee B. N. 82, 

^l^'>ord Auckland in which tho, Moghal 
’'Vhler ik'- MnjestyiH,. »4, July SL- 'I'la?* . 

,, '!lr’ ‘ - -• ”> •. '3 ; .. - • st ' . 

B, N. 37, p. 3St ... 

.'4. Ul«fk to B>ra»M,*3uae ?, 1832, B. H, 78, L. N. 2tt. 


In 1813 the offering of certain ceremonial present* by the highet 
British officials had been stopped. In spite of his shadowy authority, 
the Moghal ruler was treated with grert respect by the rulers of 
Indian Statw. The Sikh States of Sirhind were no exception to 
this rule. It appears than Clerk did dot approve of “ the marks 
of allegiance to the pageant throne of Delhi, that still continue 

to be habitually tendered by our protected Sikh Allies.^’' In support 

of his view h© addressed a lengthy despatch to Government saying 
that the subject was deserving of some importance. He could very 
well understand the Hindu States of Eajputana showing marks of 
respect on account of their recollection of the fame, they acquired 
for fidelity, high courage and other noble qualities while they owed 
fealty to the emperor. But the Sikh Chiefs, who had risen to 

power upon the decline of the Moghals, could not be influenced 

by such noble sentiments. Moreover, as Clerk so aptly put it: — 
“They owe entirely to the protection of the British Government 
that permanency and security of their conquest that they now 
enjoy. It seems, therefore, still more preposterous that these allies 
of the Supreme Government should in the present day be squander- 
ing their resources in cultivating the goodwill of the Ministers and 
purchasing the favours that countinue to be dispensed from the 
debris of the Mussalman Takht.”^ Thd ruler too no longer felt 
at ease about such missions. They themselves thought such relations 
with the .Delhi ruler incompiatible with their obligations to the 
British Government as was apparent from the secrecy obsefved in 
regard to each mission and their disclaiming their agents or Vakil 
whenever questioned as to the nature of their empl<^mi«mt at Delhi. 
Clerk did not suspect any sinister motive in the misrions of the 
agents which wa* due to a mis-conceived idea, engineered by the 
agents themselves, that it added dignity to the ruler*. In this 
connneotion, he remarked " 3be terms on which they haye been 
admitt^ to British protection leave them ample means and ample 
leiH#e to listen to prosecute any safe measure which their less 
aj*th«ti© agents suggest as caibtalated to add dignity to ttrit 
loyersj'' T#hile it’ proves a. ‘•i^hrc®,.Of . profit to ' 'thetosely^. ' ' jy 
answering both thos^ purp<^ ;their^ agents look, in' the fiiyt' 

1. Clerk to Irawr, 7, 1832, B. N. / 


t-o’- repressentiBg flieir -inaistars at ’ the Rcsideaay and in tie next 
what' they still deera the more dlstiBgiiished honour of representing 
them at the Court of the King/* The Mogfaal riiler and his min- 
isters eneoiiraged the attendance of these men, as their stay was 
a source of income to- them/ The' result was that every important* 
Sikh Gh*ef was represented by an Agent at Delhi in the Court of 
the King.* Clerk called the conduct of Sikh chief as very unmean- 
ing an- 1 mconseqoeni, and reiterated the view that- acquiescence in such 
a- system of double ties appeared meompatible **ifith oor prsent 
position towards the native princes In Upper India/* He appealed 
to the Supreme Govemmaifc to assert that supremacy in the exercise 
of which it had so long supplanted the Moghals, a# any hesitation 
or r luctance on -the part of the British Government might b© 
misoonstrued. by the chiefs. 

This important despatch was referred by the Governor- 
Gener^Fs Ag«mt at Delhi to- the Govefnor-**-6eneral---in---CounciI, 
who, in turn, referred it to the Vic© — President in Council, who 
made the following observations.*:-:— 


2 . 


S. 


Ckrk t accordingly Baja Eahiui Lall*s is th© office to which 

these '©gents address themselves in 'the fall confidence of their negotik* 
tioi3i»,„..b©lng^’i^adily 'entered' upon without their being referred hmk in 
the first instance to the authority to whose supremacy and protection 
.,they may be said* to be indebt'©4 for ©very thing they possess/* 

.Clerk to Fraser* June 7, 1S$2, B, H,' 7S, L, F# 29. 

Oifrk .wrote ;/*Th© frequent changes that have of ,late years taken plao# 
in the exereiB© of the chief authority %t pelhy have been favoorabi# 'to 
the introduction of a system , on# of the results of which m to throw 
affaiti^ " "of ©very 8ttbetmMvy:^^f#|p' in these protected' into the 

‘'hands^'bf * It' The latter ’ having ‘gaiaecl” lh|i 

itv-a«cudii ,nol hm #lth thdr “loyalty 'than witli their repul^ioii 
,,»d Jnfcerests, .to..be i^sidmed as representative of tfeeir employer, if., not 
in. the piv®euce of Ifajesty, at.., }e««t at the Oouct of hk Milliter/* 
im ' ’ . '/ ' " ' ; ^ 

'Frwer to' Clert, August ’ ll, ^2;' L. 'll. And ' Ohier 

Secretary to the >^ovemmenl, to” Secretary to 0ovfrilor.aiki^*‘ fdly 
' SO, m% B. If. §% p. 


“ the court of His Majesty should be confined to his 

own officers and dependents and that it would be very inexpedient 
to sanction the attempted innovation on the part of the King or 

his servants to receive the Vakeels of the Native Chiefs without 

reference to the Governor— General’s agent under whose cognizance 

and through whose medium all intercourse between the palace 

and the representat ive of foreign powers to be conducted as formerly 
under the Resident, His Honour in Council sees no objection to 
the introduction with discretion of the agent of any Vakeels to 
His Majesty who may apply to the agent to he presented by him 
to the TTin g on suitable occasions of public ceremony. On such 
occasions the Vakeels of foreign states and dependent Chiefis, 

If disposed to attend, may with propriety, accompany the British 

representative in his Suite. Such was formerly the practice 
but an unrestricted intercourse with the palace used not to be 
permitted and although it may seen a matter of insignificance, 
the Vice — President in Couneil would not recommend its being san 
ctioned.'” 

This despatch did not settle the matter as Clerk wished, 
because many Cis — Sutlej Chiefs continued their contact with the 


1 . Fraser to Clwk, August 27, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 68. 

In reality, how pitiable was the condition of Moghal royal line wat 
illuctrated by an incident. A Moghal prince Mirza JTakl-TTd.din, wandered 
from one Chief to another in the Sirhisd, collecting fifty or hundred 
rupees from every Chief. He reported to Clerk an outrage emgomitted 
upon him and his fcdlowers by a Sikh Chiefs Bodhi, |li<^,.pi|^lb> 
.. at tbe^^village^, Mimova,., On }nguiryi^.,C|^k found that^ 'Owie; ,badr. be^ 
a ^^qparrel. .bcitwc^^^tlm , Shaheadale .^i^im sep<?ya„,«Bd ,, in 

«*rvi«e of ^t^^ 8041 ^^^ as the^^ (^B^dar 
mnj Will# W tb# 


Moghal Court at Delhi That wm ■ perhaps iuevilEble as loni! 

as the Emperor was maiataiiied ifi" -aathority however iioraiiftl 

it might he.,..** by British QoTeromsEt itself. 
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CHAPTER II 


Laws dl laheritaiice and Succession among the Cis Sotlei 

The Sikhs had no fixed or uniform laws of succession when 
they came In contact with the English, Each Sikh family followed 
largely or tried to follow certain lules or methods as suited its purpose. 
Sometimes, it follo'wed a particular rule which it ignored or rejec- 
ted at another time, if it went against its interests. Thus the 
English found among the Sikhs the existence of a very wide variety 
of rules and principles of inheritance.^ Being Uiost of them origin- 
ally Hindus, the ultimate basis of their private laws must have 
been the code of Manu and the principles enunciated by other 
Hindu law-givers.^ But these had definitely been modified in 
varying degrees by local needs and circumstances and the deviations had 
come in course of time to be hardened into customs and usages,- 


i. Murray, tbe pTeclecessor 
tioiis: — 


of Clerk, made the foUowiiiJ important observa, 


The siilrs of siieeession to lauded property are arbitrary and 
sinbi' uous and ore variously modified in accordauee to the usages 
interests and prejudices of different families. Any attempt to 

innevat© and extract a regular system of Tnrisprudenc© from that which 
i« itee'f aiKsmalous ar.d irreducible to fixed and , established pfiaciplds 
might jufetly be considered an assumption of', authority and a viol&yon 
of prescriptive and acknowledged exeteise of power, Frior to the era 
of our connection with these states, there existed no right but the 

sw’ord .no usage lut the will of the , 'Strong,” ( B* ,N. 74, L, N, 
^17, January 10, IS -8). 

2, Many English officials like Metcalfe and Eraser were willing to be 
guided by tie iimdu laws of' iidii^ritahoe and sucoeaaion. But Munray 
and Clerk were opposed to this kleiL, 


Tradltionfillj^ tlif*re are two broad divisicsn.^ of th#! gikli 
communitj The Manjha and '5talwa Sikhs. 'Fhe foreier are the 
desctndaotft of thoao who had settled in the region to the north of the 
riFer Sutlej, In the neighbourhood of Lahore and Amritsar and the latter 
are those whose ancestors fnhabittd that part of the Indian plains which 
stretch from the Siitlej towards the east opto the river Juianad The 
greatest head of the Manjha Sikhs was Maharaja lianjit Singhi who in 
torn had risen at the cost of fieveral ' Mlssakhirsj whose principalities or 
estates had developed during the eighteenth century in the Tfatts*.8iitkj 
regions but were absorbed by him In the beginnings of the next century 
into his Sikh Kingdom* The leaders of the Malwa Sikhs, on the other 
hand, were the more ancient, though much less powwful princely booses 
of Patiala, Nabha, Jind, Ksithal and others, Tlie territories of Patiala 
were the largest among all the Malwa Chiefs. 

No regular or systematic laws of inheritance and succession could 
grow among the Manjha Sikhs^ who-e earlier leaders, tog."ftier with th Ir 
principalities, known as the Missals, passed under the authority of lianJIt 
Slogh after brief spells of independent existence. The succession lo these 
Chiefship, therefore, came to depend on the autocratic will or caprice o 



!t Mwj%f ' poiiftedt^out' the distinction thus > 


The former termed from the tract lituated inter- Eavee- 

from which originally came and extended their conquests 
throtigh the Tunjab.^and into Ohafela Sirhind, *bei»g of a Military and 

The Mafwa jfehleftams were Chiefs of Patiala, Jl»d, Nahht, KailhaL 
(% N. 74, h. N, 217, Jaamry 10, im% 

i'teinbai^ f oinhs out the dletmetSon hetween the llaa|h» and Blalwa Sikhs 
_ in , of sneowlon fihe Fmajanh, p* 7^.80)^ CM the oth^ hand, 

‘ 'Wa#': of , view, that thare . mm ,iv> real ' diffffljrawe 

like division TOoce^on of widows, of 

Jsr.,.88A, f. m^h ' , , '■ ' 
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the Sikh monarch.^ Often the inherit f nee of a large estate went to a 
particular individual or Sardar not in pursuance of any regulated principle 
but because the Maharaja willed it so. Thus the laws of succession 
were practically swept away before they had time to crystallize into their 
natural form.” 

■ m ' . ■ 

We have for such historical reasons to turn to the Malwa Sikhs 
for the understanding of inheritance and succession practised among tJUe 
Sikhs.® Clerk mentions at least five discernible stages in the growth of 
customary rules among the Malwa Sikhs.® First, as Jat immigrants, 
wandering from the westwards and settling in the jungle near Bhatinda ; 
secondly, when they had established themselves in a few villages and 


1. As the writer of the article, * Recent History of the Punjab * Henry 

Lawrence — observed:— Many of the Sunnuds are worded as if for 

perpetuity; but the words ** Nusl aur Nusl and ** Pmhi ha 

are translated instead of “ from generation to generation ” as meaning 
at the monarch's | lea&ure during hjs life/’ 

Calcutta Review, May-August^ 1844, p. 471. 

Elsewhere also, he pointed out the difference in the attitude of 
Maharaja Eanjit Singh and th.t of the British Government in the matter 
of succession to the estates. ^ 

Ibid, October -December, 1844. p. 1%. ^ 

2, According to Murray the succession 'among the Manjha Sikhs wag either 
** Bhaibund ” or Ohoondabund **. The' first meant an ecjual division among 
all br miners with an extra share for the eldest as the** Kharacdi Sardari^"; 
but the second meant an equal division among mothers, irrespective of 
their, sons. When a Majha Sikh died 'without a male issue, his brothers 
or nephews assumed the right of succession while the widows were 
equally competent to inherit. On failure of brothers and nephews, an 
equal .division of the estate was made among surviving widows, 

{B.H,74, L, 217). * ' ‘ ’ '• 

: Steinbach reproduces the mnme enunciated by Murra|'...,.4in , faot,lie 
. seem^.to have plapaidsed ' cvm''; Muiraj’s language. 

•,8,^ Oteft'v to' Metcalf' E^ovejwW^’so', IW.R'N.S?, IL.TSi'Jmf ' ■' '' ' 

'' ' , . / .. 
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become the Malgiizars {payers of retremie) of Ibe rfi[ip:«rial Treasury; 
thirdly, after they had become the followers of tin Sikh, faith and oa the 
decliae of the Moghai Empire, thrown off their ailegiaiioe to Deih: ; 
fourthly, when they avaih cl themselves of the protection of the British 
Government in r^er to save themselves from the cliitohes of the greatest 
of the Manjha relers ; lasth% during I heir feudatory relationship 
with the Ingiish Government from 1809 onwards. It was chiriiig the 
fifth stage only that they had the condition of the greatest degree of peace 

prevailing among them. It was, therefore, during this period that the 
, rules of succession became to a certain degree uniforrii and fixedd 


1. Clerk’s successor, Kichmond, poirited out Ihw iiul^niiite the luws if 
succession had been and desired OovernBieot to fianie eeriain rnlfs ; sn 
1,16 wrote **,. It would ■, be impossifcie to framc'^ any mlo 

from precedents, for th.Mo show a rhPerenea amnogf niid also 

a difference at \arioy8 periods iti the same fiimily. The det^eemt to 
eohaterai heirs is involved in equal doub* ; the rights t;f a nephew or 

of a cousin have some timm been admit totl withoot roforoace to the 

State of affairs in, ISOS when these principalities were received under our 

protection In pra^ie© the strongest and ablest merobar of any family- 

mother or widow - eon or brother (elder t^r yeunger) nephew or cousins - 
legit ima to or illefilimate, took in former times all o»* as much as e.sch might be 
able to take — while the weaker were reduced to penury or lo a more muin- 
tenanc© or w^ent ©If© where to seek their fortune 

Such are the only family rules the chiefs can refer t'' and quote as 
precedents and such must even be th© rules in times of revolution aq|l prolonged 
commotion. As a chief becomes powerful he reduces the others to msignificance 
and ©stafolishc® as Law his will guided by his interest. Ranjeet ■ Singh did this 
and conferred and confiscated as be pleased, hut if a civilised power becomes 
paramount and establishes a dominion that will ©ndure. It seems neowary f^r 
' the sake of order and go id government that -some fair and intelliglhlo rules of 
suceemion to estates should be devfeed.,...,som© rules of suooewion might be 
formed which would satisfy the ehi«^fs of these states. .. . . , we have given them a 
place and a name as Frincea m a gr^ ©lapire, and it would ^eia that w® should 
b© able to fnteriWe ia aertftliag the suecoasion to whet yr& have bma the means of 
eoBfanin^.’* B- li- 88A, I.K.84,. Fehmary Ifl, 184*.. 

^ h^ hilhself referred --rtp' oonfiiaiott > about the ummomitM ia a 

l©tW dated September I, iSSL thus' j-*« 

of theae Bmdmem^.^whm 'irnkm df mm^mim have 

‘ medmton of m«^'dlfceno« 
' ^ ^ 'are di eoti3E«e t© he readily determined according k> thsir own piespdi^'ve 'dghls. 




It 'tras tire duty of the English agents in charge of the ()is Sutlej 
affairs, to enunciate and interpret these rules wiiich, it must be said, they 
did, on the while, in a fair and fearless manner. In the Malwa lands 
Clerk adminstered suck rules for full eleven years on behalf of the Soprem y 
Government,' and except in a few cases, his advice was always accepted, 
which indisputably shows his intimate and sound grasp of them. In fact, 
one is struck by his uncanny intelligence, and unerring judgment in 
C0 mtiess cases of disputed succession* A few cases illustrative of diiierent 
aspects of the subject of succession, will be treated in the following 
pages. 

The oust maiy prac'ice of succession, among the Maiwa Chiefships 
was equal division of j rop.-rty among tlie sons.." This was surely a 


ifiontinmi from pagt 28) 

But the iiistaiices of any sacli having obtained are confined to vary 
Camdies. In others where som thing like a fixed rule of succession l ad 
•once been enjoyed, ^^resent inheritors ar© ashamed to confess febaJ" it 
descended on them jhruugh the destruction of acknowledged rights in 
^iines of anarchy, violence ani outrage. Bit the greater part have no 
'guide whatever for the settlement of these differences beyond the expect- 
ation which each has of being enabled to* adduce a former decision of 
the British Government favourable to his view.” B. H 77, I*. N. iU* 

I, T-awrence in his Report on Kaibhd ptys a tribute to Clerk and Marv&y 
thus; Clerk too was not only wall acquainted with the , S'Jch rule 

and practice but had Urge experience at' the fountain h^a4 ef their law*., 
in Jeypore and ofcler old Hindoo states. Both these gentlemen were 
naturally disf used to t^ke part with the weaker side and to put a liberal 
construction on doubtful questions/' |B. N.-88A, p. 3881* 

2^ Murray hadt* observed; **Of these of Maiwa, I have only, to observe that 
the right of primo-geniture in the males Is respected arid jagpers or grants 
of lahd assigned for the support of ^ younger sons, By which the many 
inccAvenienoee attending the ^^visioh and' sub-divisi^n of land ad infinitum 

is obviated.*' {B. 'N. 74, Ll N. '&). ' ' 



teproduotion of the Hindu Law of succession fo 
all sons hare an equal claim. It aboald here be 
penitnre-i. e. the rule by which the entire 
passes to the eldest son to the ezclusioh of the 
prevailed aiffO 'g the Medieval Aristocraey of seireral E 
was practically unknown among the Sikhs, 
to the rulerships of Patiala. Naliha and Jind 
applicafon created doubts which were due to the fact that 
these Houses themselves had created much confusion, 
declaring in favour of equal division and at other timw 
primo-geiiitiire* 


prirate pro_pf»rty to wBicIi 
iiotdd th&t primo* 
real estate of the Intestate 

y-onoger brothers— which 

iiropeafi coiiritrie^y 
except in the case of simxtssioii 

Bwn ia tb^se n afcs 


Clerk even In bis time M% the aecessifcy of 
opioioil of the raters of Patiala, Kaithal, NaMm aaa Bax 
iBg ^0 dispute about the Jincl sticeessioo,^ so 


Continued fto m p^ge 39 

Pttfe this wm wtber a bv. 0-ping geaeralisatioa. 
myB that Ibe Malwa Singhs prime. genii urei 

ahd assifnod for the tuamtaianee of • he 

In reality ihe rale of primo-ganittire 
^ PI nltian Cbiefehipf cniy. fie however, rightly points 
ii'irlgioh thw ^ 


. owinoaefi too; wrclfiglw: 

n lha malon are respected 
youngs* 80 t> 8 .„’*^. »!)• 
was prevalert among th^ three 
our the evils of s«b- 


"Tho ifttCnVeDiBUce and evil, ..of suceei 
of landed property^ aggravated by the syste 
felt ahd sotnowledged and the mischief of i 
soon remedied.’* (p. 80), 

hffnsdf was alive to these evils, |» is n. 

itoajrbc— 

futility m 4 te th# 

cotikp M 

'to '1^ wite-tliTkioo iho ,06li 

pontesu 


-and mimu «atetlivi«*0ii, 
oo-poassasioo, ar# sdaa 
a ayaleiii cwnol b© ioo 


»m^r!iitoitii©i3,^ ungl 
a »y»t©iii 


€id he find ifc. The.y unequivocally declared that both in tlie Phulkian 
and the Bhaikian Houses, the uniform jractice was that the eldest 
son always succeeded to the whole estate, with the exceptions of 
■small portions scjt apart for the maintenance of the younger children. 
But, as Clerk points out, the very same Chiefs, in a dispute between 
Badrukan and Basidpur in 1816, had declared to Ochterloney, that 
the custom of the two houses and generally of the lesser Phuikian famahes 
prescribed an equal partition of inheritance between brot&ers, Aiu 
other case, cited by Clerk, was that of Kunw^ar AJit Singh, second 
son of Raja Sahib Singh of Patiala. On a reference this case was 
judged by the Phuikian Chiefs in favour of the Kunwar ^who, in 
th< ir opinion was unquestionably entitled to partition of ail the 
ancestral state of his father according to the cubtom of the protected 
Sikh states in general and th^t of Phuikian houses in particular.* Of 


I. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180, 

Oriffin shows how the five sons of Gurbaksh Singh, the founder of 
the Kaithal house, divided their father’s estate equally, — ‘-The Laws of 
Inheritance to Chiefship,*' (p* lo) 

According to Lawrence, the rule of primo-geniture was invented by 
the rulers of Patiala, Nabha, Jiod and Kaithal who also declared im favour 
of the exclusion of widows and assigned the right of reversion to the 
•eldest eoHateml in order to save their estates from escheat* He put the 
whole probtem thus; — 

« ’^very chief is inclined to pick out that portion of the Hindu 
law of Inheritance that would suit his purpose... an impartial Judgment 
therefore in their own case can scarcely be now obtained from the purest 
and wisest Sikhs and confused as is the record of the past, it must be 
the foundatian our proceedings for the future, if we desire to frama a 
Sikh {not a Hindu) law of inheritance, both for sovereigntiw* and for private 
estates, all have originally been the first, some have split and sunk into 
the last. 

Much of the oonfurion that has arisen has bean caused -by pur 
havihg been unpr%wed tp (B, H* 88A, p. ‘eitd 



eoufsej the Patiala ruler did not 'accept the alio’^e oiuiuon and after 
some time the aforesaid Chief:^ themselves ehang d ih.*ir opmloas. 
Some addressed letters to the Resident (August 28 , ’ 82 ^) that their 
former statement was based on the request of Kiuiwar Apt Siiigh 
adding that their customs preeerlb d the de%’'ohilion of Estates on 
the elder eon, with provision (Gu^ara) to the other sons at the pleasure 
of the heir. 

In realit.r, neither the Phulkian iior the Bhaikian fam ilk'S 
followed any consistent pollcyd Only m the three princiisalP liulmau 
Hmipc, the* inheritance was maintained as a whole, whiie ni the 
lesser fannlies, partition was the rule. Clerk rightly uhservts that 
their practice 'would le found to have conformed neither to the 
one nor the other of these doctrinea in all cas s of disputtd sacces- 
sion in which, Nabha or Patiala acted as arbitrator, the dedsions appeared 
to have been guided by no fixed or rigid rules. Cleik qnuttd the 
following cases :—(£-!) On the death of Bir Singh of Badour. his possessions 
were given to his three sons in equal proportion, with the exception 
of a superior share awarded to the elder son, At the deaih of 
the elder son, without any ■ male heir the superior share was awarded 
by the ruler ol Patiala to the elder son* of the next brother ; 


G ontimiedfrom page 31 

Bichmond, Clerk's successor, has the folio^viag observai ions to make : — 

A' rule praeticftlly/.. mhimderftood, was devised for the Ohiefrtiiips of 
Batialfty Mabha, ICaithal, and Jmd. This ride exelndea females and devolws 
the power entirely on one perS'm. This principla is recognbed by the Hindu 
' Chiefs of Msrwii Majra, of Ramgarh.., and by the Sikh 'Chief of Ladwa 
It is fyily recognised by th© Mohammadan ruler of Babawalinir— It is 
partially recognised by the Mohammadan Chief of Kanjpura,j,and perhaps 
by one or two more. But all other chiefs affect to oonsider fbeir possea- 
sipn ®« private property only, and divhiejhw lands ftinong their sons.'' 

X IP. p. K. t4, February I844h' / (BIchmond gave the example of 

Bipghpuria district comprising saim Ohidfs Sn phae of ope, while Shahabad 
iras under three b% »i« apal| ’Ohiefs). . ~ ;C 

have neither yult 

, as |h® maohanged or ^ bpdii»|>«'|od 
' bmoeb of!ih«lf (B. 8SA, p» 


(b) Mohan Singh of Badour had three sons. At his death, these dirided 
the estate equally, but the superior share was girrn to the second 
son, Samand vSiogh. (c)* On the death of Dalel Singh of Malod 
the elder son was given two-thirds of the . estate while the younger 
received one-third only. At first the parties dis-approved of it, 
but later on being jealous of the interference of Patiala accepted 
the proportion of partition^ , 

Murray, before Clerk, had declared in his report that the laws 
of inheritance aoaong the Sikhs were externally arbitrary, especially 
previous to their connection with the British.* This was correct, 
because sword alone at that time had decided disputed successions. Since 
that period, the protected States had to devise rules to meet cases as they 
arose. Murray had pointed out that the Malwa or Phulki^n Sikhs observ- 
ed primo-geniture. But this statement required some qualification, 

and as Clerk indicated that out of the nine Patiala, 

N&bha, Jind, Malod, Badour, Bir, Badrukian, Bazidpur and Dayalpoora 
......only the first three had accepted the principle of primo-geniture 

and preserved themselves entire, while the remaining six kid follow- 
ed pristine law of equal partition among sons.® Clerk observed. 
‘*The only exceptions among the latter occur m Instances where the 
Patiala authorities having been referred to as umpires, have decided 
arbitrarily some times assigning a larger share to a second son, som^ 

times a younger but on every one of these ocaasions, regarding 

the estate as partible/"' Finally, Clerk contended that these exeep- 
tions only proved that the family usage of the Phulkians, was of 


1 points out fcbafc Balol Singh had inharited hf» father*® ^ In 

the same proportloo. {The Law of, Inbai’itane© to Chlefahi|»-"-p. lih 

% Hurray was diBe'uwsing the quo^im of .-sueo^wioti of • the 

. Thanesar Ustatp. Hie ramatl» .^J^ye ^idieady ..been ■queteii'.falkc'. 


I? 






equal partition and gave the example of Badour and Malod ; under 
This f)rinciple, the first had been divided into several Chiefships, 
the second into two. That wa.s also true of the Bhaikian Chief-hip 
of Kaithal, which was a MaJwa Chiefchip, 

■ ' ' ' ■ ■ ' ■' ■■ I'" ' "■ 

What was the attitiide of the British Goveriiinent in cJispated 

cases of nmmmQB ? ■ It wanted the English Agents to adlif-re to 
the estabilshed custom of each famlJjj po as to avoicl hardship t»i 
iiijastice to various claimants Martin sent the followiriig extracts 
*The Vice**^Bre«ide]rit in Council is unable to suggest any better 
general rule for the regutalion of siieeession and inheritance than 
that of following the established custom of each family or where 
that is not clear of adopting such arrangement as may seen to be 

most equitable In some families of the Sikh Chiefs custoin pr®s 

cribes the succession of one ' aa head of the family to the 
©nlir© territory and principality with a mere provision for Junior 
members. In others, the territory or estate is divided into shares 
among the sons, with some superiority in favour of one as the Chief 
In either of these -cases the, Vice — President in Coiinoii is of opinion, 
that it would b© injustice to alter the eslabiiihed cwstoin by adopt* 
ing me §r the other m an universal rule.^'" 


1^, ^Maffcinto Olerk, January 4, IS02, B, -M. S2* L, N. S, 


Martin i©nt‘ two letters t on© addreMied tn Seeretarj Prinsep by Chief 
leesettery Sirinton {p. 16- IT, Nevember IS, ISSl), and the wseoacl fco hk «<Mre«i 
hf Frimep (p 18-20, December SI, IBSl),, Tli© ab extract f» takin from 
the first letter* 


This was else the view of the Court of Direotow. Aft«f Manarking, that all 
queifciona relating to saoo^sion and inheritance appeared to i>© involved i» 
great oonfusion it went on to say t '** It is impowible to lay down any other 
principles than that of following as far as it can be asoertaiiied th# oustotti of 
each particular family^^on tribey whenever this is unceriaia adopting the rule 
#likh I3te;2^ ap^ar to oti'raelvi^ recofmoftoded ^ the strongest conaideratioiw of 

T#; exti^ the Court of Dir^stow, dat«l 
-ly ' rr4;^ii - .. 

’titti' pvoWia;'--'^ ^aU”'<ki4iwi’«M 
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In the days of Clerk, the following were some of the estates 
partitioned among brothers : — 

1. E«lal« of Leelokberi. Rattan Singh of Leelokheri died 
easing two sons,...., Mehtab Singh and Nirbhaya Singh. He left a 

will in which he gave to the younger son a share double of 
the eider.^ Clerk refused to accept the wilh arguing that Ratt-.ui 
Singh had inherited hts estate and not acquired 'it, and reeoimn n-i- 
ed equal shares, for the brothers. Fraser, the Governor Genera Fs 
Agent at Delhi, objected and suggested its division into two parts 
......Leelokheri and Beorthiil ‘ the former- was to he held by the 

elder brother and the latter by the younger. This was done to 
diminish chances of quarrel between the brothers.* Clerk objected 
to this mode of partition, emphasising the inequality of the two 
shares.® Nirbimi Singh did not want to- - return Beerthul to his 

elder brother^ as suggastcxi by Clerk. At last Clerk asked one of 

the brothers to make two lots and allow the other brother to make 
his choice. Mehtab Singh wanted Nirbhai Singh to act in this 

manner, but Clerk required the elder brother to do so. On further 


L Cl«k I© Fr«»r, April 1% m% B. M* 1$, L, m‘ 1% 

The parti tica ©f Leelekheri had hmu irst arranged by the Chief of 
hadwa, the feudal overlord, ha equal pro|mrtioa between the two brothew 
later ©a, the Ladwa Sirdar wanted to give m bigger share to the younger 
brother... a propoaal to whioli Clerk did not agrt#..,and quoted a will 
of thtir father. Clerk had Ms doubfce of the will too 

fraaer Ihought that a large share could not be given to the 
eldtr ion cut of «ii«h a ittiall «itato, and olwersred { ** I adhere* 
therefore, to the Itow of^ eqiml shafoi - to brethert an#-: yon 

will of oouwe aewwtoift the aaiMiai i^edpto of the three 

in making §mX awaapinimto/*'' If* lSf*iA . 

1 franer to Olwrk#'"A«#» I## iiM," * 


8. CSwfcto friiw, 18®^ a Mf. H. sa. ^ 
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inquiry, Fraser found thai the area of Beeitliiii wai» Bfglias 

while that of Leeiokhcri was fie directed CJlcrk to give 2500 

Bighas out of the Beerthnl leands to the elder brother so that both 
might have 10,000 Bighai eadi, or to divide the cBtaie in a way 
m to equalise the income of the two brothers. He tlius also iimiiagBd to 
keep the two parties resident in separate villagesd 

2, The Estate of Ram Singh of Lndbran. Bam Singh of 
Ludraii died m IS^M) leaving Iwa sons ; Sahib Siiigli and Kishun Singh 
by one wife and Bibiian Singh from another (marrifd to hint by 
€h€$dd<^r — dalna rites).* Bell, the imonediate [iredecessor of Clerk 

had recommended that’* Bishan Singh should get half of his fatlier’'s 
property. But the Nabha B-aJa, who was a.^kecl to make the division 
wanted to give something more In Sardari to the eldest, Sahib Singh. 
Clerk agreed to give Rs, *400 a year more to him but K'abha Eaja 
gave him a village worth Rs. 500 a ye;^r, Frasser did not agree to 
this unequal division and directed Clerk to make cnnial ditiiion of 
half the estate between Sahib Singh and Kishan Singh and 
give the other half to Bishan Bi»gh,® thus confirming Bclfs 
propositian. 

The ruler of Nabha renewed Sahib Singh's claim with an 
amendment, which Clerk alto recommended m being more ecpitable and 
likely to lead to better management of the estate.^ This brought 
a fpirited reply from Frsser who questionea the right of the Kabha 


1.^ friMitr to Clerk, Septemher 28, ISSl, B. H. S2, h- K. 76. 
%r Ol^kto Fraser, August I, iSSS, B* B* 79,- N. «. 


S.; Frwer fo qierk, March. ^20. l8S4, B, k h.'M. U 


, , ' 4' Clerk ^ to Wtmm/ ..imB 14 ■ B,' SO, fo H. n. . 

’’ .1,. , ,, ,, .j, I ' 

\y -V ■ '4 .''-<5 .t"r ,r. 4', : 
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ruler to interfere in the affairs of the Ludraii estate and refased 
tu refer the cpiestioa to ijoirernmeEtr*^ 


3. Tlie"^ estate of Badriikian. After the death of Bassawa - 

Biiogh hm two sons Sokha Singb aii«l • Bhagwan Singh...,*. divided 

Ihe estate between themselves. In 1816, a similar dispute 

had occurred between Bassawa Singh and his brother Karam Smgh ; 

on reference, the Chiefs of Patiala^ Nabha and Kitthal, had 
fJeelared fur an equal division among the brothers. Ociitarloney had 
passed ao order confirming that decision.- 


'fhe Knja of Jind had promised to settle the dispute in 
question amicably but he gave no attention to the claims of Bhagwan ' 
Singh, the younger brother. Bather, ho., wanted to secure a Sardaxi 
for Siikha Singh. Bhagwan gingh petitioned Government, praying 
that *‘there is no probability of his recovering his rights from Sukha 
Singh through the means of Raja of Jind/'’® 


In 1837, Suklia Singh complained of the interference of Raja 
Sarup Singh of Jind in a. dispute between him and his younger 
brother. As Sarup Singh and Sukha Singh had been claimanti to 
the Jind rukrahip, the latter accused the former of being hostile 


I. fcVrw^r to Oierk O^tolwr i, 1834, B. H, 34 L. N. 63 


In r#gard to Clerk’s two argumeats of equity and better manage- 
ment, Fraser ropilod that? it might foe more equitable but it would not 
be just to give more share to Sahib Smgh a© it , was _ against If 

the eilai© was badly damaged, it would mean loss to the patties opnoe^nedt 
Fraaer finaliy added ; '** II was our fouisneis to administer Jostide,uiiinfiueut«l 
by the reecmmondadlion or Wkhwof individuols.” - ' ; ’ • 


Cl«k to Fraser, ^ October $3, 1134, B, i?. 80, i$4. 
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Griffin wrongly giv« the ^ date ae!tl6— ‘*The law of Inheritance to 

0hiefsl%» ( p. M' ^ jMa -.V- 


!l%e Baja of lipd Saiiipl Siagh>. but,! he died. in ¥Ibvhinb^:'l8^ 

... L , ,,.,11 L 



towards Mm. Olem admitted the mm ■ of S%rup Smgh for BhagwAB 
Siiigli hni tlioiight there was little geope fcM’ . ejicrcising it. That waa 
why lie had asked Samp Singli to arrange an amicable sefctleiiient 
Blimliy the two brothers were awarded equal sharesd 

4. ^ Tbe estate of ¥a 2 ir Singli Sliam Siogliia. Vazir Singh 

dicfd in 1 8311 learing three sons....,.K«nshal Singh from one wife 
and Sooba Singh and Jeevaii Singh from an other. In 1833, Clerk 

had made an' equal partition between " Fazir Singh and his three 

sons, reserving a Sardari for Vazir Singh. There were now two claim 

-ants to the Sardari the eldest Soeiba Singh and Kluisha! Singh, 

The latter also produced an alleged deed of gift from his father. 
Clerk settled that the whole estate, including the lapsed Sardari 
should be divided etiually among the three brothers ® 

5, The Estate of Nand Singh of Kamami Misai Hand Singh 

of Kamanu Misai died in 1828. His widow Man Ktinwar first made a 
complaint to the Chief of Patiala, claiming that she should be allowed 
to succeed to the estate instead of Hatha Singh and Bhup Singh ih« 


I, Clerk W Metcalf e, August 4, 1837,,, B. Ut 83, U M. 36. 

'Metcalfe asked Clerk ~k% his despatch of August 10, 1837, that be 

should sailsfy lumself of a strict adherence on the part of the IWija to 
Ms ’ strict' Ihflirbetious and added that Sukha Bi»gh expreaWMi any dis* 
eatisfaetioii with Clerk’s decislou. He would cal! for the file of the 

ease. If»„, 37,. p... 237 .) ■■ Metcafe . did .call .for the .file, as ou .NovemelNr 

20, 1S38, he inforjoaed Clerk that tfeo' appeal of Siikha Slogh nfikift 
Ms decision had' l>e« dismissed B. ' , 3S^' p. Si7, 

2 Clerk to 'Metcalfe, danuary 22, 1S4I, ''B* H, ^S3/-'C» M* 'lifii. 




widow could succeed if she, remarried into her hushands’ family. 
Olerk observed that this was ‘^onlyaa expedient for tbe amalgamation 
of rival pretensions and it may be argued that^ generally speaking, the 
widow has little reliance on the validity of hers or she would not so 

overcome the repugnance which on many acciunts she feels at snob 

a connection in order to obtain food and clothing/’ 
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Metcalfe had desired that the ease should be decided accofdiog to 
the Hindu LawJ To this Clerk was opposed it would prove embaraw 
lug were the Supreme Gofcrnmeni to resolve >Sikh Cases of Inheritance 
according to the Hindu Shastra. He further observed : Its admission 

by the authority of ihe. Su{3reme Qovernineiit would case iimny to insist 
on it when it suited their interest while others again could never be 
induced to abide by it. Thus wa should have made no prograsi towards 
a unifomity of Judgraeot. On the contrary, greater confiiiion might 
result from the vain hopes thus excited/'* Clerk quoted many iiisianceg 
n which parties of rank and influence had profeiited again it tliii appli- 


Cmtinnei frmn pige ML 


In reply. Clerk added that Metoalfe had 'been led to a miaapprehenfllcui 
of the conneetion between Patiala end Kamanu Sikhe, Patiak’a Supremacy 
had been agtablished and was of soine standing. They bad been ftrsfc gabjactecl 
to PftMftla by Ochttflony in ISIS on account of their divisions. Thiia the 
objections I and t raised by Metcalfe were not proper. As regards objeotloni 
Ho, S to S of Metcalfe, Clerk added thct sueeesj^on va® re| 2 ulaf«d by no fixed 
rule' ; about objections S and 9, Cferk wrote that the ' widow, Man Ktmwar 
bad appealed to Tatiala In 1SS2 or 18S$ four years after her huabend'a death ; 
the delay w»« caua^ by the fact that ‘ a year or two might be supposed to 
elapse; during which the widow abstained from the dieawsaion of worldly affairs 
and that mxm time might have been tak«ci in the attemptn to periued# her to 
0-»imllei tO' her broilier-fii-law {B H* SS, L, H. 1 M)). 




iliill 


lleto^lf# had observed; ** iuii‘”'w®B »w«e that th n ■ Shasler i» not 
mek»owle4g^d in the Sikhs as authority for their.., ^ guidaoc# yet in 
the abeenee of any welbesfcablfehed custom, we catmot, I preeum®, be far 
vfffimgdn following ''the tenets of a'* religion ^ most ■ amiiriiiktfeg their own 
and; to which I- have ki^own tbf Sikhs;, thiwwlva# .refer, when favour- 





mtion of Kindii Law.^ Finally, ha expressed the view that the widows 
should he granted an adequate maintenaace while the two brothers 
should be allowed to sueeeed eqally to the iiiheritanoe of Naiid 
Singh.® 


The Eitale of Gajja Singh of Kamann MisaL Gajja Singh 

left two sons— -Chet Singh and Fateh Singh by one wife and five 

sons and » daughter by another. The former two claimed to inherit by 
** Chiindft Bund’* — ■ — by which equal portion, devolved to the family of 
each widow without reference to the number of their off^ spring. The 
latter five claimed to inherit according to ^ Bhai’- bund ’ or equal shares 
to all sons without reference to mothers.® 


Thair over-lord, the Patiala ruler, referred the case to the arbitration 
of twi^ of their relations, namely Dya Kunwar, their aunt and Kushai 
Singh of the same Missal, The arbitrators partitioned the estate into 
eight equal parts, a half-share and a well of land. Gurmukh Singh, 
being the eldest, was given an additional share ; half share was 'given 
to his step-mother fmother of Chet Singh and Fateh Singh) and the 
well of land to the sister. On the >nler consulting Clerk as to the 
merits of the case, the latter declared that the decision was just if 
the cuatoim of the family to the inheritance was hai-buttd^% he 
also enquired of Gurmukh Singh, to whom the superior share as * Sardari’ 
had b«»n assigned, was the eldmt. The Baja replie d that there was 
no fixed law of inheritance among the Kamanu Sikhs and that GumuM 


Clerk had already expressed his Opinion in the' ease ef SarUp Siagh of 
where he had remarked that it would -he a mistake' to ' adopt th e pnmii^m , of 
Hindu Law In Ih# matter of |B, H. SS, .Ii, 44, March Ui tm^ , 

Clerk quoted oasiw in wMeh formal protests had 'been lodged by important 
people, < Tliere w«re : l«ad Ewwsr versus Oulab 'Sinipi i iii'jir Singh versus 
bwtliire I Bhlm Sin# Wiw Btowiu,, imd B?ein Kunwar versus J amiyat Singh, 

a«rfc to 

■0i»t WM pwiutps the iiiai deod^ of iSi cato,'^ ft iu> furtoi«r 


was the eldest; morcoTOr, as he declared, the arbitration had 
been accepted by all and it was no use disturbing the arrangement* 
Later on however, the estate was almost equally divided.^ 


I now turn to the problem of succession on failure of mak 
Ordinarily and according to the Sikh law, the eilate should 
have gouQ widow or widows of the deceased Chiel Butin 

^^tual practice it was not always so. Government was not in favour 
^ female succession, as it led io various other comp lications.® The 
J^sident drew Clerk’s attention to the following observations of the 
Vice-President in Council*" — 


“In some families widows succeed in preference to oollateral 
^ftle heirs — in others it has not been customary to allow the succession 
of widows. Of all the customs which exist among the Sikhs on this 
Pomt, the sucoMsion of widows is the one which is most desirable 
fo aboligii. But even this, where it is clearly estabiishe d, it would, 
the Vice-President in Council conceive, be anjust to selj aside ; although 
many doubtful case it would be expedient to do so”. Notwithstanding 
this, however, no rigid rules weto laid down. For example, when Sardsr 
Bpdh Singh, Chief of Bullae and Ahmedpnr, died hie two widows 


gppl 

3 . 


Ckrk to Motcalfft, Hovomber 24, 1840, B. K. S3, b, H. 167. 

Ao isistior died Aod tbo f'tttiala ruler divldofi til© estai© into elgbi equal 
parli ; mvm were given to the seven brothers, whilo the eighth was divided 
belwwi ^mnnuldb 8ingh and, his stef-roother § the Baja was of the view, that ui 
'^tkosshar© mm too mneh to 'be ewsigo^d m * SJsirdtow *. out of - so email m 
os^te. the estate was almost equally divided except for a slightly bigger 
, shar© to Ounnukh Singh* ' n. 

' ^ferle<l«iB8eif had apotea- <>|-,he;iawii, . laijalta of -iawh f»iiiftte.''«tac 0 Wii»ion in hi* 
of Sept>«mbwi,;^83|„ «ib^di*ouiw^,fhe.cl»ini.f« the ittberiteac* of the 
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wtv allowed to hold his estate until the whole would devolve on 
the survivor.^ fhey were given two alternatives by the Resident ; 
either they could hold it jointly, the survivor succeeding to the 
whole estate or the ^tate be equally divided between them but the 
survivor oould not succeed to the other portion at the death of the holder * 
They chose the former alternative and were placed in joint possession of 
the estate by Clerk,® at the orders of Grovernment, the Governor-General 
declaring that he had no desire to disturb or interfere with this law of 
saocwision.* 

The estate of Thanesar exhibiia two oases contradictory in 
nature. After the death of Punjab Singh in 1823, his nephew Jamiyat 
Singh succeeded in preference to the claim of the widow Prem Eaur. 
When Jamiyat Singh died in 1831 without children, even then she put 
forward her claim, bat it wae rejected.* The senior widow of Jamiyat 
Singh was pregnant; she was delivered of a still-bom child. Clerk reoom- 
mended the escheat of the state, with provision for Jamiyat Sidgh’1^ 


1 . 


Clerk to Martin, Sopteraber 18, 1831, R N. 77, h. N. 07- 

, , / 

Clerk to Martin, January 26, 1832, B. Jf. 78, It. N. 6. 

The question was oomptioatod as the ChiMaup was suhordinaSa to tt»t 
of Thanesar awl Jamiyat 8iafh olaimed the estate as an escheat. , Ptinaep wrote 
to Marlin, after referring to the orders, passed in 1816 by OqvMin^t.. *be 

Oovemor-aenwal conaarred with his views that th* two viMagm of JJwaedpm 

and had heon aojairated from Thwmaar 88'“.*‘'ai» bare- 

ditary peoaeaaioiifor Sardar Boodh Singh” {B. N. 38, p. 18-13)- 
MarMn to CSorii, January 4, 1832, B. N. 3*. B, N. 2. 
clerk to Martin, January 26, 1832, B. N. 18, B. N, 8. 


HfihrMa ifco Cl#?k, ^ ^ ''-f * ^ ‘ 

" tiliitt.wid.owi had bedu ailowftd to 





ia m whieh th© widowi had been ailow«d t® 


78.B.?I. ?. 
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rstltTof ” F>'«<ie«es8or8 who were still alive.* But in th. Uggtr 

auecpj? sit, ’ Singh, ft widow was allowed to 

Bh^^SiniTra rr «*"«»«■ 

wi/i nu ^ tr ^ Fateh Singh who dif d in 181» leaving two 

ofthllfttr Mai Jian was put in eharge 

oi tne estate on account of tK« n„.,ti, „f u j i . - , * 

. . * *a« youth of her daughters-m-law. Later on, 

" «* OoKrnment. Ohund Konw.r ».■ ,,l,cca in lb, 

Ob.„d Kun.«.„dBo.pKn„,„, 


Another case of a Widow j- . , 

mio.h.h.nd.«fhi.,idorSa“'w. 

.cnounl Of b„ b«i .kunZ “ 

aoT«nm«..< *« “• »«'“■ 


J. Clerk fcoFraier. May U, igga, b. N. 78, L. N. 23. 

2. Clerk to Martin, 0«emberl. 1831. b,N. 77. L. N. 114. 

8. aerk to Metcalfe, June ig. iggg^ ^ jj 32^ 

*. Clerk to Thomaeon, January 27. 1841. B. N. 83. p. 28». 

Buna. Bi. 

and Ram Sukhao. Bya Kunwar Ai^ >««» . ,. 

^ ® lapsed t« aovem- 


Birch to Oohterlony, B, N. 66, L. N. 80 and 
Ochterlony to Biroh. B. N, 21. ij^ n. «7. and 69. 

Anotlwr ow of widow 8af«,«,.i„„ , " * ’ ■ 

estate. **»^«*r ^ th* Buria 

It was at firet givirt-itd'hf# the estate, died la 1117 




hut ia*; xr s 

,^ 4 ; .... , , i .M. *> 
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In order to minimise the e¥ils of female succession, the Sikhs 
had recours-* to a custom by which a willow married a brother of the 


Cimtimifil f mm. page 44 

Bimilttrly the estate of Bai Singh of Shahabad was divided between his 
two widows Sulakhan and Qanran, All these oases occurred before Cierk's 

■■■time. 

Clerk to Fraser, October 26, 1833, B. H, 79. L. N. 120. 

Murray had cited the following cases in which the widows had succeeded 
to Chiefsbips on failure of male issue and of brothers and nephews of their 
hiisbanda': — 

1. Ambala. Sardarni Dya Kaur succeeded to her husband Crurbakah 

Singh in the Chiefahip. 

2. Biiaspur. Dya Kaur succeeded her husband Sher Singh in tb© Chiefship* 

3. Lashkar Khan. Sardarnis Warai, Bhagan and Baisa succeeded Mohar Singh 

liSIshanwala* 

4. Tim. B&fdmmi Dhariiui succeeded to her husband Sangat Singh, 

5. * Felcbfifpar. SardarniJausa sueceaded her hdsband Bhag Singh. 

6. Chiiloimdi Sardarnis BaJ Kaur and Bam Kaur succeeded their husband 

Bhagel Singh. ^ ' 

7 Mustafabad. Gauran succeeded to her husband Mehtab „pingh. ,, 

8. Thane-aar. Mai Jian succeeded her son Fateh Singh, v 

% Bidaw. Imd' Kunwar succeeded her husband Dhlcha Sihgh.as he 

left only an iliegitiinate nephew. ’ A 

Dya Kaur and,, ^fukhan succeeded ^.^fardar Bhagwan Singh, 
their husband Rested by Clert ako). ' - 

■ ^ -•Uf\yr%x^ ;■>/!' 

Mmd Kaur, , widow -of. ^aimal Singh ancceeded,!;|o. her 
huabandV estate in prafbrenoe.to «GuIab Singh^, Wf. brother 
ofJaimal Sjingh. edited by Clerk 4»ob ’ ' 

Itaj Kaur^ Huk^- Kaur and Sukk#' .v ,eucc«ed€^, their 
, husband Sudda Bu^h whofdivided It ^a»ai^/i4hefW'' during',' ■ 
..hii The 'first died in 13244': «id‘'*wea'*m^»aded; ; 

... /..N./Triby itohibair^h^? the nw^m of ' : 


B). Buria and 
Jagadhari. 

II. ,Buria. 


ilftis 



Cmiimmd from 4S 


Ther® is me ease in wliteli a W0m®» is a|)|»iiil»d astlie Rftg«»t. 
f0i* a miaor. Kshaa Singh ef Shaliabad disci lsa¥jiig m miaor ion, ivs ysarg* 
eld. Olerk appointed Mai Bap Xiinwiir, .,t»h# asaiilisr of Kahfta. .JShsgh and 
•f fsad-Baother of tfe« ttilaot m fsgiwl* 

Clerk io Metealfe, Atigiisl If. liSi. B, M. If. L. M. IS. 
Mstmlfs I# Cl#rlt. B^Umh^r tf. B. H. Sf , I.. B. S4. 
Clerk to Mo^eiafotf It. 1836, B. N. L. Bf. I7f. 


Murray slates ; ** Two fornii of BimeitisI eoaneelioE obtain amoBg lb» Jat 

families the Beeah or Shadi contr&eted in' jwwiile years and lfc« * Knrtiwa * 

or "Ckttddiir Dalna’ at an &dwmmd fwriod of life, generally wifch III® widow of a 
ieoeiuied brother ; Ihe ftrsi is eoneidered »oro homonrafele hot the Enreiwa fey 
no preflk^dts siieoeisiwn of the imie la li&ndocl and poiminal proiporly/^ 

_(B. l».M. W). 


ffivao, as regasdi tins form of marriiig#. the ^ nsft^# among th® Sikh# was. 
not very clear — for exampi®, the Court of Birectori in a deaimiieli d«4«d duly 
IS, lt*8i* okamvM i ** The answer* I# the wmi^m Slfch Chiefs to lb#' fieri®* 
clrettlat^'Wimgliiiem cm- of Kmreiwa mowiag# mm conelwive m to 

the ¥iay ity of ' that tos«moiiy'>hen witti m w^mm, stoadiiig in 

nf the Sikh Umlllm 

♦wi«Rwi%'A*'-iiw««i-'^hi^ianoowi^ Hi# Im point 

llw m Wfbnm m-m lkm‘ Smil nM th« nm§m of Mifmmh 

. ilHired , that mmm infor- 



t« 1 









SeTerftl mgtanoM prove this fact. The case of Bishan Singh of 
Ladran is quite typical, ills father had married his mother by 
Chaddar-Dalna ritss and had two other . sons from another wife. 
Bishan Singh was :iTen half of his father’s property, in spite of the 
efforts of Raja of Nabha, who wanted to give him less. The Resident 
declared that the ‘ Ohaddar-Dalna ’ was a fundamental law of the Sikhs 
tha^- ooiiM mi be ignored,^ 


Om^inued fmm page 46 


clerk poi»tftd oui persoiiaiiy to the Chiefs the defects of their answers 
‘‘where they seemed not sufficiently explicit*’ but** the tendency of their ropliet 
in conversation... has been to exhibit their inabilty to be more explicit in their 
explanations of a law of Inheritance.” B. N. S3, L. K, lift. 


So the Governor General wrote to the Court of Directors that it had been 
found impraotioabl© to obtain more eatplict information respecting the osagw of 
the Sikhs with reference to this form of marriage. The Court admifete<i that 
ihii question which like almost all questions connected with tide ihMiritanoe 
among the Sikhs apim#r to beJi|.yoiv4 in ure^t^^cmfij^on by^yarying usage...”, 

Thomason to OleA’! B.‘ If. IMi and bf' a;"* letter 

i?o. W (paraSl) dated July'^, Win %e Court 

Cierk to Fraser, August 5, 1S3S, B, *7fr D. N* 60. ^ ^ ? 

WtBMw to Cl#rk» Maroh*2E0 iSM, ,B. 3U H. ^ ^ v;' ;; , 

Fraser to OleidPf October §» St* li’ 63 ' . 


certain adTantages of the ‘Karewa’. In a period of turmoil and 
disorder, the alliance between a brother-in-law and a sister-in-law 


Gontinwd from 47 gage. 

Matmy 8t«.fc0<t that Karewa. was prevaleafc aiaong all iha ttalet 
■ exrapti Kiuthil wliere widows won? set aside in favour of brotiwi 
of the deceased Cidef, if be died without mala iwiia* He lha» aaKflaiuad 
the utility of t!da fomi ofiBmiage:.— 

•* Hiis praetdee aislmilatas both wiili the Himloo *nci Liit’iiieal iawi ’ 
aad ierve* aw a fouiitar-aetiv© to the many evils attaiidftui upon feiitale 
mli ; it further ebviatee the dishonour entailed upon Chieftain' iiy the irregu- 
larities of young wklows in possession of [mwer, wealth »ikI authority* 

.if the free will of the widows were vonsultud, it in wareoly ta h« 
doubted that she would ha%’a preferred th© ova of nil# and elmrmi of libarty 
to the att«ation,of sacriBcing her to her brotherdiidaw Custom, 

»©C0»sity and not fho‘w iniist have led them to yield to the nduptiui of «n 
usage which must often prove repugnant to their natures and diigiiitiiig to 
their feelings* 

Upon the most diligent and oarefui inquiry, I have failed to diwover 

mj precedent of a widow living independent and at the same lime holcllnf the 
landed property of her deceas^ed ImsbamI toth# prejudko of a full brether or 
nephew of his.** 

Further, he deicrihed ti t© be a ei^tnony by whicli the' eldesl survivinf 
brother of the deeeaaid placed » white robe on the widow ahd, made her his 
wife, , Im e Ifiter to the Resident, he c|tioted the following cases of Karewa : ■•’ 

I, Patiala. Amiu? Singh threw the sheet, over the widow 

of hit brolhei? HintHiat Singh who ditd 

without Iteire* 


2, Mahha. 




'# 1 ^' 




Hamm Sidgli threw the liioel over the widow 
of hie heirlese brothtr Kapur Siagh mad took 
all hwded ^ro|wwty add also lii» private 
ofifabto tile 

-ksi'ww* ' 
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iA¥ed an eilate from parti feiotf and fragmentatioiii 


Sometimes a widow should not agree j^to remarry. What was 
to be done in that case ? The best ^olntion was to grant a pro* 
iTision to the widow and allow the brother to succeed to the contested 


(Jfmid'iimd from pagtt 48 


3. Thaaesar 


Guiab Singh threw the sheet over Eafctan Kuiiwar, th# 
widow of Mehtab Siogb, his elder brother and secured 
the Chiefship. 


Gajpav Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his 
brother Alam Sihgh*- ■ 


5 Mustafabad 


Mehtab Singh throw the sheet over Gauran, widow of 
his brother Mirjsa Singh ; after the death of Mehtab 
Singh, Gauran was put in possession of Mustaf abadi 

Gurdit Singh, the father of Sardar Ajit Singh of Xiadwa, 
threw the sheet over the widow of his elder brother 
Sahib Singh and obtained the Ohiefsbip. 


6. Ladwa' 


7 Lashkar Khan Ki Sarai; Mohan Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his 

elder brother Annp Singh and obtained the Chiefship. 


Guiab Singh threw the sheet ov^ the widow of Ms 
brother Mehtab Singh and took his landed property. 

Hart Singh threw the sheet ovbr the widow of hiS e}d« 
brother Beer Singh md took the property* 

S, Budh Singh threw the sheet over Ih# widow of hm 
brother Sudh Singh and had a numerous family by the 
widow# , ^ ^ 


8* Shahi4 


10. fy*ftli»pcx>r 


Mwray to Ool»br€H>he, January 10» 18^8, B. H, 74, B#!?'. 217^ v 

I, As Cllerk observ^l, ••In fact it »e€»in» diffioidt to .aoeonnt 
Mwourse ^Mofe f«t fwallies among tfe^ obs«rv^>^ l^va .1^, 

praolie© ... o|h^wi»tliim M; 
more paoiffe mcMie than, that of 
widow that 






esmte.^ Tliis actaally happeaed in the- Siiahabad csse^ wiiich ig 
discussed below.^ 


Kharak Siagh, a share-liolder in Shahabacl estate, died without 
issue, leaving two widows and an estate worth Rs. 6(XK) a year. The first 
widow claimed to inherit the whole estate, with the exception of a provi* 
sion for the second widow, Sher Singh, the elder and full brother 
ofKharak Singh, wanted to marry her by *Karewa* rite and thus 
inherit the estate. Clerk admitted that diiierences of such nature 
were arranged by the male cla’mant marrying his deceased brother's 
widjw but said that she had the right of exercising her discretion 
in the matter. In this ease the widow was unwilling to re-marry 
because she looked upon Sher Singh, who was just like a father 
to her with feelings of respect. 

Clerk referred to the report of Murray, dated January 10 
1828* in which he had c3Esidered the prevailing practice of success* 
to landed property among the Sikhs, and had pointed out the evils 
of female succession, though he had also admitted the absence of 
any fully developed rule to guide Government. Clerk also was of 
the same belief and he appealed to Government to be more consis- 
tent in such oases, 

The resident wrote back, quoting a letter from the Secretary 
to the Goveraor'---Geaeral : ^‘The Governor — General in Council con 
curs with you in opinion that the best mode of settling the dispute 
.will be to recur to the practice of Kureiwa or Chuddar Dalna, 


I, Qwetement had declared its wishes as fellowsi— When the right of 
*Cl3add0rdalna’ m vested la the , brother . ef the . deceaaed Chief, the rl|^t of 
, eucowioii may be eoasidered to be virtually vested In the eame Individual and if 
the Widow be mmm from the eoan^tlon, the oeremoay of the eheet’ may well 
' he'dlipAsed with, the widow recelvhig 'a wiltable provision and belnf ta Widow* 
‘hood iaeteW'o? beihg iharrled to: hetVhmsteid^a brother*’- B, H. ^ - 

-CItrk '%pteiaherii ^. ; h * 


that is to recognise the brother on condition of his taking the widow 
into the family and treating her as his wife.i Unfortunately, that 
(.leeision could not be carried on account of the reluctance of the 
widow to marry Sher Singh. Government upheld her objection as 
Sher Singh, being the eider brother, could not marry the widow of 
the younger brother, Fraser remarking: “This can be done only 
by younger brothers, taking the wife or wives of an elder brother . 
Sher Singh was allowed to succee ■ to the estate of Kharak Smgh 
but his personal property was given to the widows. They were also 
provided; the elder widow receiving Rs. 1300 and the younger Rs. 
1100 a year.* 


Perhaps, the most important case relating to the legality of 
Earewa marriage was that of Bas.awa Singh of Bydwan.* He was 
the son of Jassa Singh, the eldest of the three brothers, who mhen- 
ted the estate of Bydwan. He married first Sahib Kaur who wa 
still alive but was childless; his second wife was Bishan 
also died chi.diess; the third was Khaim Kaur, a cousin of Bishan 
Kaur and widow of Dul Singh, who was married to Jassa &^h by 
..Cheddar Dalna» form of marriage and had ^7 

Singh In December, 182:, Murray had passed orders that the entire 

staL should devolve on Khaim Kaur, as being the mother of Bassawa 
Singh. On January 3, 1828, he had reversed his former decision aad 


Martin to Olerk. October U, 1831 , B. N. 31; N. 77.) 

Martin forwarded the tetter from tha Secretary {p. lSS5~^ ■ I :- 

Fraser to Clerk,. April .10, ^ ,P‘ 1' , 

Banjit Singh, Sher Singh's brother, preferred a 
the decision. When it was reported to Clerk, he. referred to ^ the 

rf Qmmmamt Oeiobiw il* ^ y / '• ' 

Frwwr approved of what had' been doftt. ' ^ 

Clerk to »raaer,'M«ch Z, 1834, :aN.80,^h.N. 14. :(_ ^ .-.-‘''ip'. 

yraa**' to. detk, April 10, 1834, B. N- 34, p. 1J7— I®- 

B.N. 77, L, N. HO- _ . ^ 
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BsBsawa Singh was set aside, on the score of iliegitimacy,* the proof 
of which was brought forward by Bfaup Singh and %lbai! Singh, the 
two ’Surviving brothers of Jaasa Singb.* Khaim Kaur and her sen 
were ejected from the estate waich was divided betwoen the two 
brother#. A stipnd of Bs. 1000 a year was awarded to Bassawa 


Th© d«ci®ioB was thus ©xplaiisetl by Murray 

Khelm Katir was a widow in her fatber's family wbeia slit bocasme 
kBowa to tbe late Jtissa Singh who took her under his protection and she 
continued with him tmiil his death some months hack. Her own state- 
ment clearly demonstrates that the euetomary ceremonies attending marriage 
were dispensed with when Jnssa Singh received her from the parental 
roof, ITnder speh a eenfessirn 1 feel myiell nectasary boimd to eoinoki© 
with the opinions ©xpresaeil by the brothers and the widow of the 
deceased that the isfeu© of such a loose and irregwlar oonnectioo cannot 
in strict propriety be considered iegitimat©.*’ B* N. IB, L. H. S, January 
^ 1 , 182 $. 


Bhnp Singh and Ulbel Singh stated : *%..,..That m called Knreiwa when a 
'widow is married to her deceased husband’s uterine brother and not that 
where a man takes a woman of a stranger into his bouse, as in the 
ease of Kb«to Kanr (B. H* 7®, K H, 8). 

Murray bad made inqisiries for, in m earlier latter, he bed remarked: 
*' the mother of Bosaawah Singh lived under the roof of the late Juwa 
"Singh diapensing with even the semblance of a eoncubial union ’h B, H. 
n, urn, 226, October 17, 1828. 

In the face of these pomtive declarations, the orders of Government 
were that the Infant son of Ja^ Singh by Khaim ICanr - wm ilUgitm&u 
,a»d, pci««B®d no title to succeed him |B. W. 28, L, N. 73, April 0, iSi'S, 
and B, H* 28, p. M$$ Mareh 182$) and that the estate be divided 
between the two brothers of Jassa singh and a provision given lo the 
widow (B. m B. sr, 177, July 2$, 182$). ' 

But the division had been temporarily eteyed and Coitbrooke, the 
had asked Murray if mty previidon was to he made Ipr Basi&wt 
Singh and ' Kh«^m Kaur {B. IS. 222, September 2, IW)* 

; Murray 'Mived- 'ibAt Khaim K^w-aail ’her oMM 

7 «^, l*|r, a#|5t«ml»r 16 ^ “ / ' 



Singh and his mother.^ Clerk felt that a great injustice had been 
done in the cese which had not been referred to the other Chiefs of 
the rank of Jassa Singh for their opinion about the legality of Khaim 
Kaur’e marriage an i the legitimacy of Bassawa Singh.® 


K rierk to Fraser, October 14, 1833* B. N. SI, L. 117 


Hawkins, tbe Kesident, sngge sted to Murray that some land shonld be 
assigned for the maintenanee of Kh aim Kanr and her son Bassawa Singb wbo 
**ihoiigh pronounced of illegitimate birth is certainly entitled to some provision 
to save him from starving**, (B. H. 30, L» 49, May 28, 1830). 


Murray on September 8, 1830, informed Hawkins that the estate of Jassa 
Singh was worth about Bs. 6000 a year 5 Bhup Singh and Albail Singh wanted 
to grant Khaim Kaur a village worth Bs. 800 per annum while Bs. 1800 a year 
were to be given to Sahib Kunwar, the legitimate wif e- Khaim Kanr strongly 
objected md demanded Bs. ISCM) a year*— equal to that of Sahib Kunwar.. The 
sard’ars said that it was very lar^e and placed “wedlock and illicit commerce 
m m equal footing’*. (B. H* 76, H, 307) 

Hawkins proposed a cash provision of Rs. 1000 a year for Khaim Kaar and 
Baasawa Sin^, to be paid in monthly instalment and observed : **Bj this 
arrangement a neceissiiry distinction is observed betwew the nature of her 
claiins and those of the widow Bahib Koonwur” (B. H, 30, L, N. 73, September 
13 , 18 »). 


Murray oommtinieated the above to Khaim Kaur but she “espr^sed 
her displeasure in terms and manner as to lead to a su ppomtion that she naui^ 
be labouring under a sudden delirium*’* She ref need to accept the pmvii^mi not 
only of Bto. WB a jmt but also of the . village. Mur ray c»»clndedj‘ “My best 
wideavourB having failed to bring her to listen to reason, Ae must, X ' 
be permitted to pursue her own wayward course.** (B. N. 76, H. K. 31B, 
September ISJO). . 



file case to Qwemment, Mart 
iJ, wimted to find out if 


ft. the Agent 
ceremony of 


vmm, jumemmr 38, 1831, B* JL. M* ICS, 

Martin added «,at the point had not dean mad* ote«. by 

But Ol^k waatened hi« point by otoer^g th** «« inip««aion might 

•A»®0*dlii^ to Clerk, th» nuartage between Sama. Htogh «b^ JOiaim v 

had been pubMy eefcbmted as tbe fomer, ‘.went ^ n r nfi f i.i , 

h^and^ W^rume «d attended by all hie teiatne** to 
af the wenuae p«rthl«» wbroee be Wnght bee {» the ea»j*'»tau 


— 
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0ot coiHiect himself wifeli Khaim Kiur by the Karewa form, but she 
had admitted before Murray that the coutieorioa had been formed 
according to Karewa, though she asserted her right to hold the Sardari 
during her life although willing to be succeeded by Bassawa Singh. 
There was also the evidence of the relatives of Khaim Kaur and the 
two brothers of Jassa Singh but no reliance could be placed on either 
of the two testimonies. 

It was in 1835 that the case .- was again opened by a petition 

presented by the two brothers of Jassa ' Singh Bhup Singh and 

Albail Singhd It seemed that some sort of partition had been 
arrived at fay Bassawa Singh on one; side and his uncle on the 
ofeher/^ Later on the latter declared the seak, affixed on the documents, 
forg^riei. 


Tracing th« whole history of the case, Clerk pointed out how 
Bassawa Siiigh and his mother had been dismissed with a stipend 
of Rs. 1000 a year. Hk mother Khaim Kaur appeared to have 
gone to Simla in 1831 ; when the oaee was referred to Murray, he 
held that Khaim Kaur’s marriage had not been performed acxsording to 
Karewa. Then the case was referred to Clerk. The agent of Bassawa 
Singh rapaircMi to Simla in 1832 and the Secretary to the Govemot- 
General had called for the relevant papers from Fraser, who was 
then the Governor — ^Generars Agent at Delhi. Fraser, had observed 
that if the property of Jasaa Singh were private property, Bassawa 
Singh could be held the heir. But as it was public property, it 
ought to have escheated to Qovemmmt* 


Clark then wemt on to say that the Supreme Govefnmeht 

had dkecfcedl WfH ia 1833 to refer the question of Khaim Kaar’s 




„i 'A* ?*;! ^ *1 




'“i; ,b--' 

l. Cierk to Mowalfe, October It. 1835, B. N. 81. L. N. 117. 

Uaforuxoately. 0 erk does Wt give the details of the partitien— deed. 
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aarriage lu tiic piiiieipal (Jhitifs, Tiie ' question was whether a word* 
ig to the present custom of the Sikhs, a man can legally be 
aarried dy the Karewa to a more distant relation than his brother's 
ddow,^ If Karewa marriage with distant relations was legal , the 
sgitimacy of Bassawa singh would be established, Clerk did so but 
he reply received from the Chiefs was not very clear, as the 
ouri of directors remarked, in a despatch of duly 18, 1838.^ The 
eai difficulty, as Clerk pointed out, was that the Chiefs had no 
xed laws for the determination of inheritance. The best way was to 
eal with cases as they arose individually 


Some of the replies of the Chiefs had been received and 
ther not, when the agents of Bhup Singh, Albaii Singh and Bassawa 
ngh waited on Clerk at Ainbala and informed him that their masti^r 
id come to an amicable adjustment of their diflerences by a written 
yfeement of which they each tendered copies* The agreement was 
igktered in the Agency, Later on, Bhup Singh and Albaii 
ngh, declared the agreement to be a forgery, stating that their 
al» had been affixed wiihout their consent. On making enquiries, 
brk found that there was no possibility of any mis— applica|!qn 
' their seals. The partition had been sketched and formady made 
; taeir residence in the village Sohana and that they themselves 
id affixed their seals in the presence of all their officials and several 
iher witnesses— ai! of whom were forthcoming. Bassawa Singh and 
a mother had also been Invited to Sohana and were, therefore, 


Cbrk to Mekalfo, October 14, 1835, B, 81, Jb, M. 10* 

' Cl«k to Metoalfe, May IS, iS3f , B. M. %% L H. ■ IM. 

I hme already given tfae despatoh m m earlier foofc-noto. 

‘ Clerk to Metoalfe,,, May 18, I8», B. U*. U M. 118. 

Clerk mfn *Tt l» l#ok;% them for emy thing ■ 

‘ :4'::4C-v > ' 



present, Clerk, thereford, cfaeraeterised the declaration of Bhiip Singh 
and Albail Singh as ** a most gratntious misrepresentation.^'’ 


The reply of the Secretary at Agra, as sent to Metcalfe, was 
that both the parties should abide by the agreement they had arriw- 
ed at.* The Court of Directors also refused to disturb the parti- 
tion which had taken place by mutual agreement between the actual 
parties.^ 

Another important case arising out of the *Karewa' form of 
marriage was that of Daeaundha Singh, the father of Fateh Singh of 
Haiiahar. The question of his legitimacy arose in the time of Murray 
when he claimed to inherit the Ohiefship of Radour, In the 
days of Clerk, his son rewiyed the claimA 


Dulcha Singh of Radour and Prem Singh were full brothers. 
On the former's death, Dasaundha Singh, the latter’s son, put far* 
ward his claim. This was rejected by Murray on the ground of 


h Clerk to Metcalfe, October 14, 1835, B. 1?, 81, B. 1^. 117. 

One fails to oBderstand why Bhop Blugh md Albail Siugb repudiat- 
ed the agreement they had arrived at with Baseawa Shagh. 

2, Bufhby to Metcalfe* Beomber 8, 1836, B. M# 36* p. 732-33. ^ ' 

Metcalf# to CI«fk December 21, 1836, B,M* 86, D. H. 88. 

3, Extract of a letter Ho. « from th# €ourt of Directors, ^ dated -luly ^1$, 
i«i- B, H. i», D. H. 4, January 16, li3f. 

Ifee Oowt wrongly oaliled Baa^wa Singh as Bahadur SNgh and ex- 
pr^ed the opinion tbati in the absence of a partition, it might have 

bean aeoeawry to ■smmdim Mi dormant claim. ■ ' - ■ 
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his illegitimacy, the Supreme Government coneiirring with his cleeiaion.^ 

When Dasaiindha Siiigh died. 'in 1830,^ his mn Fateh Singh 
saccesded him in liis oisiiii. Clerk referred the queBtioii to the 
Chiefs of the Missal, to .which Fateh Singh beloxigeci Al! of them 
denounced his preteasioiis as absurd.® As Clerk himself said: “It Ig 
a claim to m estate not acquired and possessed by the pctiticner's 
ancestor ... ... grounds on which the Supreme Government has so re 


L Sterling to Hawkins, DeeeiBber II, 1821. B. H. 80, p. 3. 

Hawkins to ai«rra5% lanuerj 1 1, i83'>, B. H. 30, b. N. 2 
Hawkins, in dismissing Bssaimdba Singh’s claim to sueceo<l to t!i© Bationr estate 
sent a letter of Sterling, the Deputy Secretary to Government* addressed to 
himself, which clisciissed the elatms of Dasaundha Singh thus:-**' **..•* ».* 

essential and eonelusw© facts that- the complaint Is not oidy lllegith 
mat© btit the off-spring of an adnlterous connection between Ids father and 
a female whose husband still survlv'es .... His attempt to show that siicli 
connections, are sanctioned by the law and usages of the Sikh stales must 
b© consid^^reci a total fe i lure ... His Lordship in Cmmei! does not hesitate* 
tberefore to concur in your rejection of Basaundha Singh’s claim to succeed to 
lb© ©Slate aequltecl dy his uncle’ Sardar Dulcha Singh on the gTound of his 
Illegitimat© birth**, . . ■ . 

2. Hawkins to Murray, May 115, 1830, B. K. ^0, L, H. 45. 

% Metcalfe to Clerk* Jolly 12, 1831, B..H. 37, L.H. 61, 

Metcalfe wrote to Clerk that Fateh Singli had revived the claim of hi© father 
and was asserting that a ' Karewa marriage, with a wcuaen who»e 

hmbaiid is living, was lawful. Clerk was asked to make enquir- 
ies from the Chief© as to how far the marriage we» legal in the 

cai© of Dasaundha' Singh*s mother a© Government wanted to make 

a final decision in the ease. 

Arcording to Murray, From Bingh married at first Ludhi a^ad 

then Kajan* llaM was a SSamin'dar who had a daugbter Joeo 
. , or . married to Turti, ,a aamindar in the K«i that torritory . 

Frem Sln^ forced- Jeri- d»to hi© house end had by her m b<^, 

«*the' present Dasabndha Singh.*’* 'furti Was ahve for many ywa 
after tl^ 'imcid^ot. ' _ 

" ’ - Jaitonry:'l2, im. , 

^ 4!s» 'W AnfWt mf'*[ ■’' 


-cently rejected Sanip Singh's, claim to the parganas acquired by Eaja 
Bhag Singh. It Is a claim which was formally ad 'r anccd on the plea 
that the mother of Dasaandha Singh (the Petitioner's father) came 
pregnant to the honse of Prom Siagh; tha claim wm tried o u these merits 
and rejected'**.^ Clerk reminded Metcalfe - that -.Das aundha Singh had 
qeen pronounced to be the off-spring of an adnlterons connection and 
therefore the claim of his son was *^very proposterons”; even the Chiefs 
of his tribe were not in favour of Ms claims/'^ 


h Clerk to Motoaf©, September 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 45. 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, September 28, 1837, B, B* 83* L. B, 45, 

Clerk said that Fateh Siagh had not the support of the widow 
of Sardar Bhagel Singh of Chilaundi who sent her Diwaa and 
also a written message to say that she knew no other heir to Badour or to her 

own estate than the British Government, She had remarked ; But that, 

in the event of the Supreme Government relinquishing its rights in Badour 
she is prepared to claim it in virtue of her husband’s supremacy over all the 
Karorsinghia Missal and that on her denuse {she is heirless), shoul.1 the 
Supreme Government renounce its rights to Badour and to her estate of 
Ohilaundi she has no conception of any heirs except the Brahmins of Kankhal 
Hardwar on whom these estate should be conferred”. 

Clerk al|o quoted the opinion of Sardar Sahib Bingh of Danoura, one of 
Fateh Singh’s neighbours, against Dasaundha Singh and observed that but 
for his illegitimacy, Daaaundba Singh would * have Inherited Badour on the 
demise of Duloha Singh instead of the widow of the latter. 

Ckrk complained that the people of Badour were being harassed and 
unsettled by the fnterferenoe of Patiala, He added that he had tried to assure 
them but they pointed to dind and Musfcafabad where Patiala candidates had 
suooessfully established their cimwu Patch Singh was also being backed up 
Patiala and in order to quieten the people, Clerk su^sted that the Patiala' 

should he d ismiwed. -/ 

In reply* 'Mefcoidfe iwsured Ci<^k that idm reference was due to the orders 
of the Court of Directors and not on account of the request of Patiala 
Baja* In reg)ted to gmrnmtm inJirtf and Mustafabad, Metcalfe repudiated 
the suspicions of ^lerlf that Pafele had^n^ythhig ^ to do 'with it ; the British 
(kftmmnmt rights. 



The decisiO'ii of Govemmi^nt wan a foregone eoiir On January 
14j 1839 J Metcalfe eoinrejccl f.o Clerk the infommtlon that the Ckitern. 
*ment had rejfctecl the claim of Pa^#h Si- gh to the Ciiiefsliip of Eadonr, 
No other decpion was possible in ?iew of the iilrgitiiiiaoy of his 


** ...... the renewed inquiry which has very |iro}ierIy been iimti 

tilted ..... seems lo have completely negatived the assertion of the 

legitimacj, amoiig the Sikhs of the off- spring of a Kureiwa marriage with 
a woman already marrird to another mao and the claim of Futeh 
Singh ISj therefore^ fiilireiy untenable.^” 


I, 4 

to Olarl:, Janiiary a, m% h. M. B. 

Oo.^'% of 3», p. 26, Jwly , 3^. 43 of 






Further, widows were not allowed to practise adoption. In fact tJhe 
principle of adoption was n>t recognised among the Sikhs,^ 

Under the Sikh Law, daughters or their children have no 
right to succeed to an estate even if there are no sons, widows, 
brothers, or nephews,*^ This is in conformity with the general prinoi- 


The right of adoption was not allowed either among the Manjha or Malwa 
Sikhs, although is was conferred on various Chiefs by Government later 


Murray, in this connection had remarked: **Siioh an adoption may 
hold good according to the Shasters but in my judgment they are more 
applicable to private and personal property than to public Sardaris and 

the general practice of country favours this opinion I cannot adduce 

an instance throughout the whole extent of the Sikh States in which the 
female line has succeeded to Obiefships and landed property by adoption.*’ 
B.N.. 74,, 203.. • • 

ItJ is true that the Hindu Law allows adoption .but there is 
a fundamental distinction between private property, and a Ohiefship. An 
adopted son can legally inherit his father’s private property but he can 
not succeed to the Chiefship, without the sanction of the paramount 
power. Even the younger sons of a Chief are in worse position as compar- 
ed to the eldest son who inherits the entire estate. 


2. Murray to Cblebrooke, May 7, 1S28, B. N. 7d, L. N. 70. 

Murray had observed. **Tho practice of exoludiog the female line 
has no doubt obtained from the apprehension that estate would merge 
into the families of others.” 

B. M. 71, L. H. 200. ' , . ^ 

Again he remaaftod t *Tt is^ a jpoiaitive and settled- among ; the 
Sikh Chief that the female line is the succession to Chi^drip, 

and Imded property*^' (B* K. , 7^ L. M. 70,- May 7, ^ 

That w»i the reason why ihe Badour est-ato' oouid not go tO'ihe 
Ladwft Sardar* although he put forward a 'claim .to that effect. Seh'also 
Murray to Colebrooke, November dBS7,; B.N. 74, L*H*‘l03. , .'t;;, ■ , 

On the otliOT hand. Biohiftond frit that the son of a daughter should 
have the right to infeerii »» estate as is the case la tie Hindu law for 
he observed ; *% Chief who has no male off-spring but who has grand- 
scwst the oWldm of hie,*d«rtigllters, is !»ar ,»PPW>KoPttve or indeed feels 
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pies of SindE Law at the time* In sueh eases the estates lapsed 
to the over*Iord. This principle U based m the conHidera tinn that 
a ciattghter, after i»armge, ii entitled to inherit ihroiigh her 

liEsband and therefore slionld hafe ii.^ elaim to ilie patioioiiy of 
her pareiifcb. Tims when Sardarnl Bhagan^ the seaonti md^dow cif Moliar 
Singh Nislianwala, died* her estate lapsarl t^| hisplte of 

her ImTing a daaghterd Again when EaJ Kiiiiwar, widow of Ch^wla 
Singh Jameraya, died without heirs, eneapt a graiiti daiigliter, the 
lattefs claim was regarded iiiralied and the estate was taken o’rer 
by Qoverament.- Similarly when Mai Gaaran of Mustafabad died, her 
estate likewise lapsfd to Governiamt, notwithstanding that she had 
a daughter.® Also, when Mai Bharmun died leaving no male heir, 
her estate of Tira was annexed by Gofernment;^ 


ConUnmdfmm page 6 i 

cartsin that hii posseaaiontK will be taken by tii, ftlihmigli piirliiipi no rule 
can ba quoted s|»cifying that they -thaJl 'he, while it will probably bs 
admitted that if th® Hindu law of anaoewioa is to bccrun# ii rtila* » 
grand-aon (Ihe son of m daughter) cm Inherit when lii« riiollier tiiiii hm 
pareote are no more/’ M. 88A, L. M, S4. p. 2W-58, 

Lawrence, however, agreed with , vmw» of Murruy and Clerk, for 
ha remarked ; do not coBiider that the rules of in ifeo 

Froteetwl Sikh slatei have hither to b^a baaed upon fh© laws of Hiiidii 
intieritanee ; if they bird been we -eocild not hme inlwrlted ii single ©state, 
for the hittbands of each of the wid^wa whom w© periiiltteil I# ialierifc, would 
have adopted children aa several widofsn have mimwowerni te do# bul volun- 
tarily againat the praotke of their seel t the Mai of thllaundL the oidest in 
the protected Siatas# being » w#l aw»w of this# that l#i»t Angiiat when I was 
in her Beighbourliood, l»ggetl my liil#rfiir«ace to seewe a slogle village 
for a lad of Iwr adoption and %md Snkhan of Bialghar’s whoi® Ihoughte are 
turned to hbteinlag a «mali mwmmou to her brothers. All tfei^ tiol» f o to 
|M*ove not only that lli© Hindu Lairt of inhwitenoo have not b^n moled on, 
but ill®, iJMefs aw well swmire of what has betB th® pmoMeow** 
report on Hakhal, April 26, 1841, S. p. S4L 

|. "jClortE.to:'Martia, Septewi.l»ir 1811, 

%, Oleric to ftmm, »• 

4, J’miwiiy lilt# L. M. iS, 
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A word may be added about the claim of illegitimate sons A 
They had no right to succeed to m estate. Even in the absence of legiti- 
mate sons, the illegitimate sons had absolutely no claim. The case of 
Bassawa Singh of Bydwan already mentioned, bears this out. So 
does that of Fateh Singh of Hallahar who claimed the estate of Radonr 
iinsuccessfally owing to the illegitimacy of his father. 


In the jurisdiction of Ambala Agency, a number cf non— Sikh 
estates existed alongside the Sikh Estates. In the time of Olerk, there 
arose disputes over inheritance, in three such estates namely Ramgarh,® 


Murray had given the cases of three illegitimate children Sahib Singh 
son of Bhanga Singh of Thanesar, Dassundha Singh of Badour andBassawa 
Singh. Of these, the first bad better blood than the other two as he was 
born of a slave, who was the propery of Bhag Singh. (B. N. 75, a note 
■written in pencil by Murray and inserted between pages 356 — 357). 

The Ramgarh question figured also in the agency of Murray, though not so 
prominently as in the deys of Clerk, as wculd be clear from the following 

despatches;-— 

On September 24, 1827, Murray reported that disputes had broken out 
between Harain Das of Ramgarh and his nephew Mian Devi Singh. He des- 
cribed how Harain Das a nd Maldevdwo broihers-had divided the domain cf 
Ramgarh with all its revenues equally. When Maldev died in 1820, violent 
quarrels broke out between Harain Dass and Devi Singh, the elder son of 
Maldev who was trying “to retain the sole and uncontrolled supremacy with 
a Ohiers share in the estate,’* while the former was anxious to preserve the 
old settlement ; according to Murray, Dalip Singh,’ Devi Singh’s younger 
brother, was entitled to halfshare of the produce and fines from his brother's ^ 
share (B. H. 74, D. H. 163). ^ 


On February 7^ 1828? Colebrooke,.the Resident, requested Murray to interfere 
between Mamin Dual and Devi Sipgji so that they might keepptao^. {B. M. - 
D. M. 4), 'y ' ^ 

On February 12, 1828, Murray replied that he was trying his level best 
to preeerve the p^aee between the two (B. M.' 7$,X. M* ,15). _ Oo!ebrooke,was‘ ■ 
of the view, that if no ofeh«w arrangement was pos4bie,:the'y‘’-adiisiai^ 
of Rimstowph shetild be divided between M.’ 28, L, H. 49, March 

* '■ ''e'i.v'S 

‘ V ‘ ^ 4 ■' '* 
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Kimjpiira/ and Malerkotk^. The first was a Rajput ©state* and 
lie other iwj were Pathan ■ principalities* In these states 


lontinmdfmm page 3(i 

Whm Murray again repoffted the deplorable slates of affair in Eara- 
garh (E. B. 76, L. N- ih Mareb 30 1828, and B. N* 76, h, H. 43, Mareli 19, 
182 ) Coiebrooko expressed the ^iew 'that the division of the coiiM he 

made only if Barain Das and his sone aeknowkclged Devi Singh as the Chief 
(B. N, 28, L* N. 61, March 24 1828)* ■ . 

Mon ay reccmmencleci lliat Bevi Singh shonld be allowed to exerciie the 
same power as his father but he shcmM give a mciety of Ills share t;> Dalip 
Siagh- (B* N, 76, L* N, 50,. March 28, I82BJ. Clerk, a® will he swa, differad 
. from . this,, view.^ . 

4 The disputes among the memhars of the ruling lioase of Kiiajpiira wawi not 
-oskuB, coming from the d&yi of Oehterlony, th© first politietl Agent; 
Mach of the legitimate power and infliwce wdiiefa this family might 

renaonably have exereised had been lost by the unhappy mld^Ums of 
different nrumbers wht had Quarrelled with wieh other and espoeially with the 
head of the boiiBO, for their own individual obj«K^ts*** The records of the 
Ambftla Ageney teem with referonee to many disputes of the Kunj- 
ptiriag, who were described as **tiirbml«ot and mirttly, beyond any 

ofch«r race in India and given to habits of ag^ewioij, violtnee 

and contempt of all order and anthortiy,*^ 

2* ’The prlncipidtly of, Malsfrkotia was notorious for dispatw befcwi»» 

Bahmat Aii Khan, sm of Hawab Ata 'Ulla Khm, md Mawab Wazir 

All Khan ; after the death of the latter, the dispute existed toween 
Eahmat AM Khan and Wawab Amir All Khan, the eon of Wa«k Alt 
. 'The reason was that Rahmat AM was mboh aggrieved at tlied»3kion 

, of Ochtwiony in I8ID by which Wasir All Khan rofr««kiiag 

the .aenlar. line, was declared the wto of the steite. 

Mmxay*® lemsrtai about the Marlwkotla family itfe mm being 


beieva it to ks topoiwlblj to wclraot any fwomlly 
||®i,al t|ie,.,,,««^lllNq^ ,n:^bewiof, thlo tnrbaimt 

fapppf latettite* mmi^rnm inttlfttei 

mutual ioahmsy , m .opposed'' to ipdem and inteieal to 

lat^ , |t»t , nmd rJwdmimM. principles*^ "Kimray " MiiHittp May 
im^ ji,^^ , Ti, ’ , , . , , : 







als:!, Clerk and Government ware trjing to evolve certain 
800Cc»ioii based on equity, jnstice and even expediency, 
motives guiding theoi in the disputes affecting the Sikhs. 


1. Partition Disputes Relating to Ramgarh 


Ai regards Ramgarh, the succession — dispute proved to be 
a long and bitter one, so much so that it resulted in the admin- 
%tratioii of a severe reprimand from the Governor — General to the 
Resident at Delhi, between whom and Clerk was generated, in turn, 
ill-feeling thereby. The problem was whether this estate should be 
partitioned or the chiefship in it preserved ^ entire. As would be 
clear. Clerk was able to save the estate from fragmentation. 


Ramgarh had been a fief of the Raja of Nalagarh and its 
Chiefs were Rajputs and known as Mians. About the time of Metcalfe^’s 
mission, they offered their allegiance to the Raja of Sirmur but 
declared their independence when that ruler was attacked by the 
GurkhasA Later, the Sirmur Raja claimed their allegiance again, but 
it was not allowed by OchterlonyA though the ^ four principal Sikh 
Chiefs had declared {when the query was put to them by Ochterlony) 


{GimimmM from p»ge 04) ' ' 

Cliffk, lafter agreeing with lluitay^ opiniou, as 

follows 

** What Captain Murray anticipated, my own experience has 'confimi- 
It is vain to effect unanimity among the members of this family' on 
this point. Some of the meet influential are interested in subjecting inherit- 
aam to the 8 hnw©l», its lawsas^ldioable to aU of their rdigious 

pvmiat&oa. Othwn# giisoord tho SfauBWli, < 3 ^y tl»»i its r^ have hitherto 
- ' be* th* guWMiee 0ftbe’f«ihHf....;i1sI»:fethe&#.2^^ to adhere 

te'thrtr'iteoibtii'aMweB. ouatoms in respect to 


that the Mians of Ramgarh had owed allegiance to and were 
^the serfants of the Sirmar Ra|a,^ 

Raingarh had been admimatered by two brothers... itlaldeo Singh 
and Narain Das but the superior jurkdication was Yested in the former 
being the elder of two. After the death of Maldeo* Mian Narsin Das 
wanted to assert, his superior claims In the management of the Taduk 
or to obtain independent possession of one half of the estate ; the 
town of Ramgarh had already been divided under the orders of lha 
Goveramenti in the life time of Maldeo.® Mian Maldeo had left two 
sons...,..Deti Singh, the elder and Dalip Singh the younger half- 
brother. Is mentioned before, the younger brother, emboldened by 
the example of hfs uncle, wanted half of Devi Singhk estate. Devi 
Singh was opposed to the claims of both and his objection in the 
eyes of Clark, was quite ‘“valid and proper''* Dilip Singh went to 
Simla in order to prem his claims before the (Joverntr— GenemL® 


t. Itt the Calcutfft Bevkw, it has h^n wrongly mid that the Miana of Ram- 
garb became m«3epende»t of tbe Habha Raja. Actimliy they baeaiBe inde- 
pendent of the Haban or Sirmur Baja Tolum© II, p.2O0. 

2. Clerk to Martin, September 27, 18S1, B, H- 77, L. H. 70, 

3. Dalip Singh aubmitkid a petition to Ikird William Bentipfe dated Seplember 

lS8i# in whbb he said that he had ‘leamt with as much torrow as 
^fi-appointment that the deoialen paesed by Sir E» Colebrooke mgaiaat which 
^ho appealed ... is to stand good% (Inserted in B. K,S1 between pJI3 and 

,Rrln»ep wrote ki Clerk from Sindathat Dalip Stogh’i gaee had hmu 

,,,, ^t^lerre# to the CoupcII at Calcutta and that the Cov«wr-’0«ieral . would 
j : Speaks, .po order” in favour pfDal|p Sifigh, till he heard fromhim^lfe also 
_ .,hw»^rou% remarked? **lf indej^deat Chiefa are to mmmm^ *»d multiply 
^ al' fates of progf^on, we shall m d in ■ a , e^mosimliy 

‘ 'I' of ind#«4ont fedlvldmis ap|' a pf iiie|ii|r that the 
; ;wortd^ never (B. M. 31, b.H, 7i,; Cftober 1,1^1)* . 

‘ ‘ I ' 0 »»'•<_ ,^4, -•ft!-''*' . - ^ It ■ '« 

V; ' on nuxt page) 
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Clerk iB¥ited Devi Singh _ and Najain Das to Ambala. The 
former came but Narain Das was unable or unwilling to com e. Clerk 
wanted Devi Singh to give Rs. 3000 a year to Dalip Singh, but he was 
not willing to give more than Rs. 2000 pleading that the anual income 
of the estate was only about Rs. 7000d Clerk therfore agreed to accept 
that figure *‘'with an additional sum of Rs, 1000 on the return of that 


{Ooniimed frmk 86) 

Bffanoa, tlw Private Seorefcary of the Ooverner-Geneml, wa« of the view 
ttiai the oaa© involved interests which gave it a g*eat importance. (B. 

%l, L. N. 68). ■ ■ 

Martin had made certain observations in his despatch to Prinsep. B.e 
explained how Eaingarh, had been in MaMeo’s management since 1»O0, 
although he had also associated hie brother Harain Das **to an 
participation in all the privileges and emolumdats of his authority . This 
decision was not sufficient to support Daiip Singh’s contention as eonse^ 
quences of great public of ineonvenienee would^ result from its admission; more- 
over, peace and' welfare of the people would be affected, .by. the . ccnfiequenc© 
of that division. He remarked: ...however sanctioned it may be by the 

established usage of the country, a regard to the security of thete important 
objects dictate the propriety of so modifying that usage in the oase of 
independent princIpaEfeies, as to preserve the unity of control which is 
indispensable to the vigorous exercise of authority and to prevent the number- 
lees disputes and differences wMoh are maeparable from the existence o 
vaxjouB petty jurisdictionB* each claiming the exercise of indepen dent ri#t» 
... with a view ... to afford to the peace and order of the country that 
protection which it is equally our privilege* anb our duty to administer. I 
am ftrongly of opinion that it i» very desirable to retard as much as 
pairfhl® the procew of territorial sub-divisions.” Martin, therefore, miggested 
Qmemmmt that it would be expedient to aonfirm Colebrooke’s decision 
fi^trlofeing Dalip ii%h*s **pr©t«i»ions the right of a suitable mamtonanee 
frotti hi® tAdm bio<S»®r.” 

(B. Hr »1, 1*. K. 6(2> ,Se^*al>»r 

„ , *» wowld b® aeMt, thM prinoipte Wf® to guide the ultimate decision 
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peace and order at Ramgarli which he for one has been very instriiinental 
in disturbing''. Accordingly Clerk asked the resident tu rcruinimnid to 
the Govern ordjcnetal that Dalip Singh be dismissed from SiniLi and 
directed to rep air to Ramgarh, Narain Das was to be piaced du 
the footing he had in lie days of his elder brother. ’Flu; Kc^sident 
thought the provision proposed for Dalip Siiigli, with the promise 
of eventual aiiginentatioii to be just and adequate^ 

The case was referred to the Governor^Geiieral, wiio declared 
that the Taaluq had been liek! by Maldeo and Karaiii Das juintly but 
the Chief ship had been held by the former^. According h'l the Cioveriior* 
General, the question was whether trie Sirdari belonged to the brother 
or the eldest son; another question was how much the j'tmiiger brcitlit?r 
had to get. The Governor •'Cieneral went on to say that by the custom 
of the family the Cliiefshipor Sirdari was an hereditary righf to descend 
in the direct line, consequently the eldest son of the ,dect‘ased Mkin 
Maldeo Singh must be recognised as the Sirdar and the right of his 
younger brother Dalip Singh would be confined m a ymiiigvr }>rot!ier*s 
allowance or portion of the inheritance^ As far as jxissible, the 
Governor- -General added, arraiigements shemid 1 c mack by whicli the 
claims of Dalip Singh he satisfied without further dismeiiiberinent of 
the estate. 


Clerk went in person to Ramgarh in marh, 1832, to carry out 
the intentions of Government. He declared Devi Singh as the Chief 


L Miinitt to Ctefe IS$I, B . Zh 

Martin io €leA, Oeiober M, 1S31, B. ¥. SI, b. M. m. 

Miwlin Id 01«rt, January 4, 1832, B, K, L. I. 

. , ^ D v' tl^ly dWlared that Middiin i^n attllinrily imd 

f, , ‘3Wn«0p In Martin, Bwsftmbftr Sbfpit 
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and awarded Narain Das one-half of the revenue with other emoluments 
and fine.' A garden and some other lands situated around the 
town <-!f Raingaiii and allotted to Narain Das by Maldeo, were allowed, 
to rontinue under his management without any interference from 
Devi Singh. 

On February 11, 1833,* Fraser wrote to Chief Secretary, 

Swinton that Dalip Singh claimed an equal division of the. share to 
which lie had “an undoubted right according to the custom of the 
family”. Macnaghten in reply* observed that it was not clear from 
what jireiuiscs Fraser had drawn the conclusion about the family 
custom but expressd a hope that he would have made “due 
inquiries”, although it was not clear whether an actual division 
had taken place between Narain Das and Maldeo. Macnaghten obse- 
rved that under these circumstances the estate would have to be divided 
at first between Narain Das and Devi singh and then between 
Devi Singh and Dalip Singh. So in March 1833,® Fraser directed 
Clerk to carry in to effect the division of the Ramgarh estate 
making the allotments in a manner as agreeable to the parties 
concerned as posible. Under these instructions, Clerk proposed to 
Narain Das two lots out of the Estate and leave the choice to Devi 
Singh; the division between Devi Singh Dalip Singh was to be made next 

Narain Das gladly undertook to do it, blit Devi Singh protested 


I 




1* Ol0jfk HoTdiaWr ISBl, B* H. Ti, ^ 

5t. Fwsw to Swiotao, FAniaiy II, 183S. B. 78* ' ' 
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4 . Maenaghtea to Fraaor, February 27, 1BB3, B, N. SB, L. N* 
• . Fraser to aerk. March 23, 1833, B1 N. 3^ In K. 78. ,, 
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Finding Fraser adanient, JDavi 
presented a petition,^ to the Governc 
ed oat that his grand-father Khusi 
share to his younger brother; simik 
granted a provision to his y<mnger bra 
also referred to the orders of Colebrcio 
by which he hail been confirmed as t 
was to get an allawance only. Then he 
had ordered a partition of the estate, 
custom in the family. .Vccording to h 
the suggestion of Ghulatn Mohy-ud-din 
of Fraser. Finally Fraser had refused ti 
order by which Narain Das and Dali 
in posses.sion of their shares while 
be delivered only when he aareed to ■ 


1. Olerk 6o B’raaer, April 18, 1833, B. N. J9, L. N, 20. 

Clerk to Devi Singh, March 28, 1833, B. H, 34, p, 320. 

2. Ci«k to Fraaer, June 20, 1833, B. N. 7», h. N. 50 

3. Clerk to Fra». October 1, 1838, B. H. 79, h. N. 109. 

Also see. Clerk to FrMjer, Movembwr 14, 1833, B. N. 79, hh, N. 
4., B.S.S4,p.211.-l«. ' - d,,,;.- 

6. ^X)ev|, Sin^ ototi^ved; , ;•* 1%, l«ther immaese4 Ihe sole authoritjr 
' 8# ohwftawaad ba<i ail theaffo^M w 


Be«faoa ef Devi Siaght, B. IT. |4, p. 3fl-i5,' 

'i H ' I ' ' I',.' : Vi'. ‘ ' a' , 

■y ^ $km hmM 'm**i**»» m*? 
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Wfm6f%oOlmk, ISW, M* U, m. , ,, .. 

lVw«)ly«Mci lo Fmiier,^ Msy 1$^ 1S34,, B* lf». 34# p* 
lllf^yiAgifhfam fco Aprp -1SB4# 34# p. 209-11. 

^ , OI#e'k,, . t» l$$%» _ B # ' If* 5*. 34^’ '#*. H* *' 

. Itoag^li ^Witii'-it-^ter explainisg the 

. a»«#pi to receive from 

Das** -i^itlip '6mgh md to make ‘it Mi»h Bevi^S^ngh 

or. Si^, event of hie abeen<»# - -rto hwifejion# ^4li® management of Bayogarh 


As already pointed eot, Frasaer had given his award in 1833; 
the ¥akil of Dalip Singh and Narain Das had waited on Clerk 
to have his permission to capture the places allotted to him in that 
partition, from the occupation of retainers of Devi Singh, In the 
meantime, the order of partition was cancelled by the Supreme 
Government and 0%rk was asked to restore the affairs of Ramgarh 
to the footing in which they were in 183L^ But Narain Das and 


Devi Singh's petition brought a severe reprimand to Fraser 
from the Governor-General who remarked that the circumstances in the 
case *'drgue by no means favourably for the character of that gentlemen 
as a discreet and impartial dispenser of justice/'^ The whole history 
of the case was traced and Macnaghten thus expressed the Governor- 
GeneraFs order:— 


^‘His Lordship is of opinion that besides being called upon 
for expi anation of his inconsistent and apparently arbitrary 
proceedings in this case, Mr. Fraser should be required immediately 
to cancel the whole of the orders passed by him with regard to it 
and that the parties should be referred to the Political Agent at 
Ambala for an inquiry and adjudication of their respective rights, 

the Petitioner in the meantime being maintained in the right 

i^s head of the family, to controvert which, no evidence has yet 
been adduced/* 


Dalip Smgli flatly refused to vacate the plares allotted to them hj 
Fmser'is award in obedience to Clerk's oidfr conveying the iiistriic* 
tions of Gcivemmeiit. On the contrary, they were trying to stre.iigtk:ii 
those places and were |»reparcd to oppose with force any atlenipt 
to disi'/osses^? them* The Chispih^i of the Agency, sciil with CIiik*s 
orders, was beaten by Jialip Singn's men and limce ihe Amin, 
entrusted with the. orders of the Agency, was too frightened to go 
to RamgarhT For this muddle, Fraser blamed Clerk who subinltted 
the following explanation ; — 

**The opinion I presumed to offer of the respective 

rights of the disputants, differed from that view of their case which 
induced you to divide the authority among them all Moreover, I 
have been an eye-witness of devastation in the Ramgarli 'faRliiq, 
since authority devolved on Dalip Singh and Narain Das*.-.*.*,* 
Adverting to these circiimstaces, I felt very desirous of carrjiiig the late 
orders of the .Government into effect in a manner the least liable 
to be misconstra ed into official jealousy towards you or personal 
prejudice against the parties to be ejected^*' 

. In reality, Fraser was feeling very sore on account of the 
public rebuke he had recieved and was unjustly accusing Clerk of 
being prejudiced against Dalip Singh and Narain Das. 


X 




IB 

iiliiiiiis 


cawk to ffraser, July 24, 18«4. B. 86. 1..N. 160. 

IfM. Glork fttrtlwr somarkods W beg yoa will me tbe favour of 
pmisiti.g ' sty 'iicmospmdwiQe with''’tlie Rraiga«bia» -* satisfied as I atu, 

that it is t'ecy few from exhibiting waythlag sjtproxiaiating eltlw to the 
,cH»o orttbe other feerlkig, that it eontaios iMatiter oaytyng dteesiieetfal lo my 
Bapwlot'/iB ofilee^.iMW ;r««ob*teou8''|o’' 'N» SENtS' afid ©«%'' Sin^ aad 
'b«^:ym^te be aa"'»$M' ^cMdero' 

-'■tftm'ne'thow m only bedauso' I';' -^Mi'ebi^daoed 

,*,. 4 ' 
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Dn July 30 1834, Clerk reported that licstflities had broken 
out between the Mians ofRtmgarh.^ He could no" dielp remarking 
that he would have carried out the orders of Governirent peaceably 
into effect, if Fraser had supported him, or if he had not counteracted 
Clerk’s orders. In his view Dalip Singh’s conduct deserved exemplary 
punishment as human lives had been uselessly sacrificed by his 
action.® Devi Singh’s agents ccmplained that the se(rvants of their 
master were being excluded from the management of Ramgarh by 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh, the latter of whom was strengthening 
a fort.® Clerk, again writing to Fraser, expresed his opinion that 
Dalip Singh was not going to give up his share of the estate or obey 
the orders of Govenament because he was feeling encouraged by the 
letters, he was receivirg frcm him (Fraser). If Dalip Singh did not 
give up his war-lifce preparations. Clerk, although reluctantly, was 
ready to employ force to coerce him.* Meanwhile a letter was received 


I . IDlwk to Fraser. 80, 1884, B. N. 80, 1-II.IC®. 


C!wk explsioed tfceir position in these words 


** They do, however, explsin that they consider themselves Jnetified in this 
reswtsnce by the tenor of letters of encouragement which they allege they 


have subeequently raemved from you. As 1 am not apprised of your having 
addressed th<m at ail, I preiome this is iterely given out in order to gain 


time”. He further observed that f e had written once again to Balip Singh who . ^:r? 


refused to comply with its contents and to be bed i een ^eft with no alternative 
exc^t of receJling the Amin and the Cbspraei adding that he was awaiting 
Fraser's inMruction in the matter. 


X jm. On August 6. 183*. Fr^r, replied. “Yon hkw never been i»!d- 
bihited «nd are now' requested 'to pnr^ proper treasures 'to ■ brl0g> SPa^,',;!' 

' Singh at»d Narafe Has obedience and tore^pe^ 'thp yyd^of Govertwnt’V- 

B.lSf.***F.38t. ^ ” ' '*' ■ ./'I 

S, Clerk to Ftaser. Augusts, 1834, B. K. 80,11. K. IJO- , > < i. • 

4. Gl«fk to'FtifWfw^ Augnuta, 1834, B. N. 88, 11?. _ i , "i'- 










from Narain Das complaining of the anxious situation m which he 
■was placed by the hostilities around him.* Clerk advised him o exert 
his influence to maintain peace between his two nephews and if his 
advice did not bear fruit, to remove himself from the scene of hostili- 

ties-, 

In a communication addressed to Clerk, dated August 11,1834 
Fraser blamed him for the outbreak of hMtilities m Ramgarh as he 
bad not supplied to Dalip Singh and Narain Das the orders of 
Government in full, and had been guilty, however unitentional it might 
t of "an intentional oon^alment of part of the ^ders of he ^vem- 
^e’nt to deceive them to draw them on into trouble andrmn. * tod 
the orders been conveyed in full. Fraser was of view that Naram Das 
Td Dalip SBgh would have been convinced that Government w^ 
Lnared to reconsider their cases aud it would have prevented “dis. 
L^action and disturbance/’ He then took the wording of the onto 
of Government of April 1834 . as communicated by Clerk, and pointed 
out how the words occurring in his letter, addressed to Narain Das and 
TiaUo Singh as quoted in the petitions of Devi Singh « agents to 
»aU orders subsequent to the February 28 , 1833 . are 
jj’gjj that as written in the the order of December 1881 , the 

vert to the state they Wire in ihat year aod so they wdl remain, adding. 


.!>■ CSwlt 'W - Vnmr, If®,** , ®* , 
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that these lines read differently in the copy forwarded t® Fraser by 
Dalip Singh/ 


Fraser's chaise against Clerk was that he had not made it dear 
that he would hold a further investigation into their claims. He remark- 
ed; ‘‘Thus they would have been satisfied that submitting to your injunc- 
tions, harsh al»apt and unpleasant as they were, was an indispensable 
preliminary to obtaining their rights, they would not have been misled 
to suppose that the present order is without appeal and no resistance 
or rlistarbaace would have occurred.” 


Fraser then took Clerk’s letter of July 24/ into consideration 
and wrote as follows: — 



'• I do not attribate what may have happened so much 

to the manner in which yoa addressed the parties as to their inexcus, 
able conduct, still the obvious mode of maintaining peace was a full 
explanation of the orders you had received communicated in a soothing 
and friendly manner which certainly was not done. 

The consequence is that disturbance and discontent have ensued 
and you have furnished ample grounds to DaUp Singh and Narain 
Das to ascribe an intentional concealment of part of the orders of the 
Governmentto deceive them to draw them on into trouble and ruin.” 

Farther, Fraser deal with the point of Clerk in which the 
latter had complained of his authority being unsupported and his 
orders being actually counterac.ed by the former; he remarked : — 

"The idea you entertain evident from the tenor of your 

letters arises from some source I do . not think it necessary 

to trace ....It would have been nevertheless easy to satisfy 

yourself of a fact before buUding a conclusion upon it ttiat is the 
suppositions fact from dwelling on which ideas you eatpres® seem 
to follow. « 

The communication which was made to Balip Singh and 
Narain ‘Das from this cfiice in reply to letters from Ithem on 
lecdving' your orders supplied the infrurmation yoa had withheld, viz, 
the instruction of Gov^ment that you should make furthar inquiries 
ipto the claims of all and pass a final dedsion, subject of course to 
appeal to Government. They were already informed by you that 
naattere siwuM revert to the state they were in before Ikvi Singh’s 
*, daims'to the yihtde property, were rej^fed, 

' ' ' 7 . ' 

I>' certainly ’do take blame to iaiyse!l 'that' instead of replying 
to jSingh’s lettear directly, I did' not address you to point 


ought to be and also that I did not transmit to you copies of 

the letters written to roe and the replies. These precautions 

were rejected 

I conceived also that the purport of letters I wrote would be 
communicated through the agents of the persons to whom they 
were addressed. I supposed that you would have written again to Narain 
Das and Dabp inviting them to come 

forward with full explanation of their claims and the proof they 
possessed for making them good and I did not think it possible 
almost a suspicion .»ouId enter yonr mind such as that oi my not 
eiving support to yont authority necessary to carry the ordra of Govem- 
Lnt into effect »hich it »as my fimt duty to execute. 

I reouna.nost that yon triU eonfom. to these orders as ...... 

takins the earUest opportunity to quiet the apprehensions oI N^ 
JS^nd Dalip Singh assuring them that their whatever 

Ly may be. will receive the fuB consideration of Government, re- 

porting finstily on tho cas©- 

“ “"*f nS” of’^trtherlnv^-^ 




1, OI«ktsyc— . "ff «ke U. t«or of his to t^, 

axih -“i* ™cOT««log~nu»«»“*h“ msy soMiohs 

ssswart rs««r»g Sutth 

.ppridn, ^ by Ddip W 

i:#:icSSiaBUtbori^ ■ it;,';’ •■.■• 


.jjatborily ... ** , 


■ 


his appeal, ss Dalip Singh could advance no new argmnenf in support 
of the claims except the voluminous proceedings submitted with 
Murray’s report in 1827, which contained ever)' argument thal the 
disputants coaid advance. He hoped that Dalip Singli would see 
the error of his way and make haste to comply with the inj unctions 
of Fraser.* 


Replying to Fraser's letter in detail. Clerk wrote: "You do me 
but justice in ascribing the improper measures had recourse to by 
Dalip Sitigh ... less to the tenor of my communication resecting 
the order of the Government than to his inexcueabie conduct.” 
Clerk was greatly concerned to learn that cmmunication he had 
addressed to Narain Das and Dalip Singh, had been considered as 
"harsh abrupt and unpleasant” but he had selected words and ex- 
presions which might be least offensive and had tried his best to make 
the communication as little unpleasant as possible- The stk^ lay 
not in the words of the communication, as Ckrk explained# bat in 
the communication itself which required them to relinquish lands of 
which they had been placed in possession after iwany years of bitter 
controversy. Clerk went on to say that he avoided, for example, 
the- words. "You will, therefore, take prossession of” or "you will 
therefore, give ap.” He wrote: "You will, therefore, have or Siaintam 
(Daarandj such arrar^ements (Batidoba st) as suhafeted last year. Nothing 
I conceive, could have been more considerate torwWdb tlM»e who 
were to be ejected than this fom of expression. So at least I had in- 
tended it and as such I trusted, it wculd be gratefully felt. There 
are certainly modes of addressing native princes, the adoption of 
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which might have rendered my comiminica ion more gratifying.’'^ 


As to the orders of Government and his communication to Narain 
Das and Dalip Singh, and their being conveyed to the Mians in an 
incomplete manner and inspiring them with a hopelessness of their 
cause, as alleged by Fraser, Clerk r^htly stated that they had al- 
ready done what they could to support their claims and bring all 
the proofs in support of them. Clerk also observed that if such an 
imja-ession had been created, it must have been neutralised by the 
letters addressed to them directly by Fraser who had enjoined 
that they should bring every proof in support of their rights Clerk 
held that a communication of this nature at such a crisis would 
naturally promote a youngman of DaUp Singh’s temperament to 
evince the utmost tenacity in maintaining his hold of alleged rights 
even to the d^ree which had given occasion to this unpkasant difference 
of opinion. In shca-t, while Fraser attributed rioting and bloodshed to 
the harsh tone of Clerk’s communication. Clerk contended that Fraser’s 
letters to the Mians were the cause of the . outbreak. The latter tena- 
ciously maintained that his procedure had been most «>nciliatoiy. 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh suspected that their agents might not 
meet a very favoarable reception at the bands of Clerk, it is true, 
but otherwise, their intarcourse had been on a most friendly footipg ® 


1. Angmmt 17, 1834^ B.N. 86 L N. 127. 

Bmi Gmk mmmkBdt **I wmiW npHliaglir hBv& bmn mom compitmui^ 
bal mf m trMi nf » form of wlaielr iiass now 

tor iweatif oimom hmm Urn pm^l^ tt« Mimm 

of EmagmAf womti Mm mmmi mmm &m^ 

to icKSiil tlMW the we of thli ocoaeioiied 

m itsgwi to SIftgli 

2, Clwk to Fi««srt 17# ItSI# B* H* 36* 127. 

Cfcrlt: to tfcii mmmeMm fomat&eds ♦*Kar»to l>es !>«% Sto# 
toowm me tlroiigli tiw mto 0mmwtim at Palhi 

Wrf tw# I tiaay vay i«^iy 

lei A©* 
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Moreover, Clerk had sent an Amm from iiis office who was instrucff'd 
p take possesion of the places lately Occupied by Dalip Singh’s ret-* 
ainers and then make the transfer himself to the ministers of Devi 
lingh. All tins was done because of consideratwn for tlie feelings of 
ferain Das and Dalip Singh. Clerk then remarked: '*! disclaim en- 
tirely the disposition which you ascribe to me of rais<onstraing the 
neasures taken by you on this and other occasions into a desire on your 
part to counteract the autliority of the Local C>fficer in sulxirdiiution to 
you. I have never yet had reason to suf^pose it Was your intention or 
you wish to do so. Had it been, I am sure, ! might have confidently 
looked to your candour for an open declaration of such intention. But 
I ought not to conceal from you my conviction that the very effect 
which you least desire is in fact produced by a system which I shall 
presume so far as to term a too indiscriminaiie reception of petitions,” 
He then apfpealed to his good sense not to encourage such petitions which 
insinuated all sort of foolish charges. Encouraging too many petitions, 
argued Clerk, was a bad practice as it tended “to strike at the root 
of every effective measiue for the due management of so complicated a 
charge as that of the Protected Sikh States.”* Of course, he was not 
opposed to fair and open appeals and he would neva: regret that any 
decisians of his were subject to the test of his (Fraser'sJ 
of 'Sikh afeiirs. 


Fraser, writing on August 15, and Seiitember 2 18!}4, informed 
'leffc that Dalip Singh had been required lo relinqufeh every part of 
the state hat he had been occupying on pain of being treated as a 
rebel f'oppc^ing (JkivemHKnt by force."* 'This improved the state of 
affedrs at Kamgarh as all hostilities ceased and l)alip Singh pre- 
baitd to Iwmd over ail the places, he once occupied, to Devi Singh.* 


Cl^rkj writiii |2 ag 3 .iii on August 30» 1834, incjuircd of !Pras6r if tlis 
investigation requiring the restoration of Devi Singh s authority should 
follow the execution of the orders of Government or that it should proceed 

r^ithout any reference to the.-e orders, as was intended by D lip Singh.t 

In reply to the complaint of Dalip Singh that Clerk was not wiUing to 

receive any papers from him, the latter remarked that he was not pre- 

pared to hold any communication with him so long as he continued in a 
state of open resistance to Government and continued to behave as a 
rebel* The fact that Fraser had asked him to continue holding inter- 
course with Dalip Singh and that he himself was addressing letters to him 
relieved Clerk of the responsibility and apprehension which he was feeling. 
Clerk reported that Dalip Singh was still occupying Khatouli and 
Kandkeh * In the former place he had put eighty armed men ami at the 

latter place he had built a fort and placed a garrison in it. Narain Das. 

vrbo was with Clerk, reported that Dalip Singh had tried o capture the 
fort at Khatouli. whieli was in the possession of Narain Das.. It was 
then that Fraser wrote a letter dated September 2, 1834, that Dalip Singh 
should at once vacate the territory that he was occupying.* 


I, Cie*k Frsser, B. 'N* SO, L. N, US. 

2 (>.k observed ! “Your present injunctions have of course removed the 

scruples that T onlertained on the sc ice of responsibility wiule the reception 

of Dalip Bingb’s ’addresses by you. indicating that the offensive position 
he had assumed does not. in your opinian. 

ord-nary correspondence, must gradually relieve the 

L the future. which I was previously disposed to vi^ any meagre 

in respect to him that I should fail to mark bis contumacy. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, August 30, 1834, B.N.80, LN.l-lS. 

4* Wtdmi to Clerk, B. K* 34» L. N* 54* ' . . ^ 

©n November UU, Fraser, directed Cterk to inf mate to Narain Das 
that '• any oommunidatio^ ^ ”qwb be , throng t e ^ 

proper channel of the Ambala Offiee.,\®-‘Nv 84* D. N.75' ^ 
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Tl’ie whole ease was again rtTiewed by Cleik hir fht^ inforraation 
of file Agra Go?irnifientt ni a tetter to the addrea^i of MetealiV in H:io. 
He ngafii discussed the cUirn^^ of all the three oaoclidaii'*s..,..;Naniiri Urn, 
JX'tlip Singh md Den Singh. It was only in September IBTS,- that thte 
dispute^ perhaps the longest ami the most acrirnonl >ua of alf \ff\$ sen led 


2. Clerk to Meteilte, Oeiobiff mn, il X* U, h N I'JI. 

2. I have Of ait ted a number of lexers exehar#uw| Clerk and Mf.dc’rtife 

daring 18^lb3S relating to Itaingafh case/ m order to pro-twrve tli»^ claniy 
of the »arratit?e* Xo mm argiiinent lo be fonnd except that Cksrk expr- 
essed hiiiiseif veiy ©rapteitieally against the parlitlon o<’ J'taingarh estate. 
The Liei,iienanti“-Govorxiort X W. Frovinees, %'m of tbi; oplaii«'i llmi » 
provieiaij in land fu'ght he nl’v-en to IdaUp dinjrh, aldhciiiLdi he wunki luive 
to acknowledge the sniweriof aiiihority of his elder bwxther. 


The lei f era are 

m follows I- 

- 


Hetcalfe to Clork, 

April 

13, 1S35. B. 3S:. 35. L. N, 

1^* 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

Noveroher 

21. was, ». N. 35, B, M. 

7/. 

Clerk to Melcalfh, 

No%^ornbhr 

1', ia35, B. N. 8!. L. S. 

i:il. 

Motcft’fe to Clark, 

January 

14, 1S36, K. Ni.3>. B. S. 

4, 

Metcalfe to Cietk, 

Maroli 

», 183e, B. N. S'*! L' N, 

m. 

Scott to Metcalfe, 

Ftbrwary 

W, 1»3«. B. N, 30, 1-. N. 

7h 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

April 

fi. 183», B. N. 30. h JI. 


Scott to Metcalfe^ 

Mareh 

28, 1836. B. N. 38. V. 

m. 

Offg. Seowtaf Agra 
llovw t.o Metoaife, 

January 

6, 1838. B. N. 38. h, K. 

V. 18- 

4r 

-it. 

Clerk to Metealfo* 

Slar^li 

12, 1836 B. N 82, L N. 


Metcalfe to Clerk, 

Cksiolxer 

1, 1837. B. N. 37, B. N. 

m. 

iecTetarj Agra Govt, 
to Metoaif#,, 

^ptombof 

30. 1837 B. N. 37. P. 

3»1, 

Mtfefttlf# U> €l€frk» 

Movembec 

29. 1837, B. S. 37, B. S, 

. 11% 

€le‘rk^ to Ibtoaife, 

Beeeiiaber 

411837, B.N,83, UN. 

M. 

, ,Mitoalfeto€l«k» 

^mvmf 

8, 1888, B. N. 38, B. N, 

, % 

.'/aikflillci Iw Meteaife, Dtoemlw 

'so. iUt, B. N. 38, P. 




amicably. The final orders of the Lieutenant— Governor, were as 
follows 


(2) PAKTITION DISPUTES RELATING TO KUNjPURA. 

In the Pathan estate of Knnjpura, there were three disputes about 

partition, all closely inter-linked ,two endangering the Chief hip and 

the third relating to the maintenance of the younger sons of Nawah 
Gulsher Khan. The Nawab had died leaving behind five sons Rahtnat 


(a) Narain Das was to continue to enjoy during bis life-time, the 
half of the revenues, assigned to him by Maldeo Singh ; 


(6) Devi Singh was to be the Chief and was to exercise over the 
followers of Narain D'la and Daiip Singh the authority' of a Chief ; 


(c) Daiip Singh was to get the raainteuance of Rs. 2000 a year in 
the landed property ; this allowance was to be increased to 
Rs. 3000 a year, later on ; and 


(d) On the death of Narain Das, should any dispute arise, the 
question of the maintenance of his children was to be taken up. 


Khao and Ghiiiam .*l!o!ir-uJ-dln Khao frjm one wiiV ; Gh li im Eisiil 
Khan, Gliulnm Mvduiramad Klmn, and Shrr Alt Kfrui from the .Hi-CMridd 
The first being the eldest, became the Chief or tu hr taas the Rais 

of Kiiiijpuni, X'lwab Rahiii-it Kban liird in 18.12 leavmg four suiis...... 

Babidiir Jang Khan, whn beeame the liai.-. Ghui'iin Ali Khnn 
Siiahhaz Khan cuid Jaii Baz Khniu Bihariur J'lrig Khiii ilied in 
l 823 -.without heirs ami therefore his yoanger broUmr, llliiil an Ali Khiui, 
was recogiilzi'd m the KaLs id i\ injinird by CJovernmeni 

(A) Relating ta tlie di%dsioii of Chicfship. 

Gliiilam Molij-iicbdiii Khan, the Second son of 
Khrii remained a source of trouble to the Kiinjpura riilim#! house ail his 
life. He bad been awarded one-third o ih'ti entire uf 

Kuojpura In 1811 , by an award of the arbitrators^....«.tht* fort ami town 
of Indri and the vilkge of BianaA Tie* nrhlrritors hud been 
by C. Metcalfe. About the award, Cleiksays: '* It dc,«*a not afipear 
what motiVea had led the arbitrators...., .to allot to the srcorid son, 
Mohy-iid-din, of one-third of the |>rinci|rdity. Bn. no one denhts timt 
such a portion was vast deal more' than reason or jiisiicte ctr by the? 
usage of the family, he was entitled Ociitfrlcmy ako iidfiiii’c*! 

that the award was most unjust and that Mohy-utl-tliri gi^t mnm tiian 


L B, N. 36 , L. K, ami 225 from the aC t’r* 

queries pul by Puli ties! Agent, Arabala. 


RaU to the 


Ibid, Clerk to Metcalfe, October 23, , B. H. 81, L, N. 121* 

Clerk to Prater, Deeemtor 14, mi, B. N. tS, L N. 

Olerfc toMeteelfe, 19, 1636, B, N. 82, R N, 17 3. 

The arbitrators were Mawab Hijabal Alt lihao «mil lAiia Trtlab 


i* B;H. Whea the claim of Khari, |he y^rigaf brother 

of ®e!» Cllwilabi’’ All Khan* was in dli^uto, ^meriaa wore ' «idre«®d 
, 'Mm^h wIidwM bia »pliis { P# 2^— TO ’ib’'Oh»liifA McAy-aci-dm 

- 'mm 'who's#iil yv ^ y ■ 

0. Cietlk/k) Fra«er^l>>^lw \B. t. 78 , ^ ’ ’.V ^ 
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Im riglil and that siicli a portion was against the Moham,ma{ian Law and 
op osed to the iiaages of the Kunjpura facniiy.^ 

This aTrangement, m unfair to the ruler ofKiiojpura, lasted 
only diiTiiTg the lifetime of Ghulam-Mohy-ud-din Ehan,, Me was 
fiiieeeeded l>y hm son, Muhammad Yar Khan at his death on faniiary 
2 s 1841.2 C'krl: discussed the whole question very thoroughly once 
again and wrote that he hul been earnestly trying to effect an amicable 
adjustment betwecui the advisers of the child of the deceased and the 
Chief of Kim||Hira"L He was definitely of the view that Ghulam 
Mohj’-ud-din Khan li-id been given a mere provision^ though a very 
lib'^ral one, which was ^%ntirely for the purpose of providing him with 
a proper maiMtenaa^e and not intended to have the appearance even of 


B. K. 3CI, V, 226. 

Also see Griffin’s ‘^Chiefs and Families of i^'ote in the Piiri,Tab 
Voltira I. F. IS—m. 

Edwards to Clerk, May IT, 1841, B. 1^, 128, b. H, S3. 

Clerk replied ob May 23, observing that he had tried to avert 

htigatioB l:«tween Yar Mwhammaci and the Bala of KlBnjpara. His abject 
w-a8 to remove tte catis© of the ancient animosity prevailing between 
his father a«d tlio Chief of Konipora. Hoadded^ ** My advice to the agents 
of the deceased has been to abandon a portioa oj bis extra-ordinary 
|>rovislo!a amd to tha Cliief to o.oaseat freely to maintain still out of -res** 
pect to the character of th© deceased ''the amrniat of his chlM’s provkion 
on a scale superioc to that of the othsr bmnchci of the family B, N, 

83, b. H. m. 

Edwards, the Assistaat Secretary at Agra, wrote to Glerk that Muhammad 
Yar Khan wanted to receive some mmk of ]reo3giiitioB from the 
Britiah Covemraeat as his father did in his Uf© He added ” A$ 

Ghulaitt Mobyuddin Kb an was in pm&mskm of one-third of Kuajpura, 
his demise would appear to be an event of .sufficient importaa^e....'.. “ , 

No intimation cf the event has* been received from you 

and yop„.»» requeated to fttmbh.th# • .^,report ,giyiii|, your opinion.? to , 

whether thoiyish of., the b® writh m 

otberwise’h . ' . ; ' ■ 




r 




Sfvmotl of a separation of to hini froin il'it* piopo^l'r of 

QiilsBey Kban*^*' 

CM the otber baftdi Gliiilam Mohy-iid-tiin hroi’ ihofi^''}i!: himsf'lf 
to be a BBiall Chief, invested' with the Chiefeliip of niie4hirfl of the 
Konlpnra eBtatco So Cierk obserral Hvinn that* theye i» 


h Clmk to Thomason, July 21, 1841, B. X. 152, L, X. IC 

Aoeofdirip to Clork, ihijsi Imd bmn the of mwolt ill-wiil hrtwem iho' 
two bra».cbes of the Ifimipura family j he pdotod-^^nt to Thom'ison ilt«t Mohy* 
acl-din a«d his brother Nawab Kahmat Khati hud qswrrollod and m iirbitmti j» 
had to ba artooged. In regard to the opinion tlmt toe alwra of Ohnlain Mohv- 

was a provision, Clerk qtiotacl the opinion of frrtBpr hist ha added : 
...*hoth my pfade^J^Mssot* Captaan ^fnrray and' myself hm^ fait 

tbats, that Mohy-nd-dm eonaidafed* he lisd obtainoil’ » thars of the priisci* 

palily and honee tliia office bat eve? since horn frf‘C|UCiiily fngfiged m 

inveatigatln-’g or prev^entiog the ndsohievoos or nseqnenecs cT lua mmtmi 
endeavours ami occasional claiina to assume a share al«o of flic aiithorsty 

of the Ohiel Thee© coawrpienees il w ejeceedirigly diffienll m I'lich fofcs 

effectually obviate ; il reqmrea mom v%ilaii«o ll'iaii e«n he 

brought to lieaf mi where a« ta Ibw eiw the iwiirper k s^lever ao4 
ambitious and bia 0 ppoomt,,.*^,BW bis nephew.,,.., tbs pfe^ciit Chief hs& 
proved to Im, ^ man of very mean abilitie®, the dlfCir^ky of pr»trvi»g 
the dhief’s righto from ommmhmmt is rmmb ©»Haiic»i.l 

Tile Court of Directors also deciared that Ghulaiti MohymldirCs slin/i? 
was ** not a share of the e»lat« but a mere a^igrimenl for Ims lUpiMirt* ^ *. 
C B. If, 132, U M. 14 >. , - 

'% Glett to thotaasott, Toly 21, 1141, ^ B, IT* l«tj t. H, 1C 

**A very* short fteipiaiataiio# wtib'lbe faniily convinced »« that 
ib© deeislon of^lbe arMiratof» in lill wt« m wifbtlttBftto o»« ......it did 

Mt hotINavlir toboa«i» ■feodwliaratioo durhtg tli« of 

■ I thsl Ms i«»fb 

hr foe mquk^g' i#w f«r 

the iwImolloE of ito 



110 'gi>o 4 inWdle'CoiiFse in these •cases. If the British (lot^ernment would 
tBaiiit^in the petty Chiefs In the lights which it finds them enjoying, 
the appeals of yow-nger hrothera te Its •kitercessioR should -neyeF be 
Si stent d to-, beyond the point of securing to them such amoimt of pro- 
vision -as -the -usage -of the family sanctioBS and should the rate not 
have been imifonn, it would be well to choose the lowest. Thus is the 
•efBciency of the Chiefship upheld and the ‘Chlefship should be regarded 
m a fhmg to lie i^tde Aibserviemf to the purposes of the paramount 
‘State/’' 


Therefore, he Tecommended (shduld the fieutenaiit-Go'rernor 
•gree with his view) that 7 wells and the viMages ef Blana should be 
given to Mohammad ¥ar Khan while the rest of Ghiilam Mohy-iid- 
‘£lm^s «laglr was to revert to the GhiefAip of Kufi|pura. 


ITiomasoB, after acknowledging the letter of Clerk, conveyed the 
orders ‘of the LieiitenaBt-Goveraor-j m follawsb“- 


"chlM in question has no greater claim 'to a share 
of the patrimowy than any other cadet of the family. iJis fionour 
t^onours with you in TOmrdering that a portton of the land you propose 
^signing him will be a imitable provision for Ms maintenance while 
the refnamder Will revort to the CfaieCdrip iThiB award Was also 


I*. Thottiiifi* to Cterk, August 1811, B* S# iSS, Jh. H. 

. . - .wfr - ' 

On Augont 28, mif U> should 

infernYMltaSMUMnad iaili^:no rsason 

ifeo dnoart from d» ' 0 *. JS; 





Bpprcrvei bytlie Court of Directors.^' la this way Clerli was aBIe t& 
rectify the mistake made in the assigniBent-' of one-third of the 
■pofa estate to a younger brother^ , GhiilaiB MohyMddii> Kiimn*. 

in the days of Clerk, one more attempt was made to disaiember 
tile Olilefsiilp. Th© reigning, N-awab, Shulam All Khan had two 
younger brothers, Siiah Baz Khan and- Jan, Baz. Khan.. Shah Baz*. 
Khan, followirig the example of hm nncle Glimlam ,Mohy iiddis,! Khan, 
preferred a claim to an equal share- of the estate with Isis elder 
brother.^ The ,Eais proposed to aosiga- to the claimant five w’elle 
tjf land besides some monetary help and invited him to live with hiun 
The Rais had pointed lo Clerk that he himself, hi the li£c4Mne of 


J* in Tliomasoa forward®# an ex-trael of lP#ra 66 from the CbnrI of Blreeior'a. 
report Ko. SO* dated ■De€€i»ber 30* i8i2,.whifh. wm to ili© following eJIcwt;- — 

The provision in land enjoy ed by Metiyuchlin Khan im% 

& ahaf« of tfoa ©state but a mere fur Ihs wppoWr aS'iwi hims^df 

strenuously mtiiiifcaioed be ks# a purpos# to sefve by ilol»g go. The- 

assignment ap|>6ari4 to have been disproportionately large »ntl his son had iiij. 
claim lo ib©' the mnilim&Bm oi“ the fufi amount We agi#© with th# 
»8nt*GoTOrfior t^iat the pTQvmm imlnnd) proposed by Mr, Cleik in hie letter 
dated duly 21* 1841^ being rather more 'than half that &( Mohyiif-MiQ, turn 
mu<^h m with raferenoe to tl-ie revew^ea o-f tlia Kiwjpura estate and tli© 
numlxer of pors:*n8 entitled to auppori from those revenues ooiild with 
propriety be aBsigned to the presot^t claimant’* B. N. 132, L« M. 24, February 
■ 26,. 1843. . 

2. According to Griffin, Shall Bsk Khan laid claim to one* third of lb© eafcato 
( Fiinjftb Chief, Volume I, P« 10 ). But Clerk says in the letter that h© 
claimed an ©qua! share s later oHf it aeemst ii© reduced his demand* 

Clerk to Fraser, August 22, 1834# ^,11,86, T. N* I3&* 

Mdtealf© to' Clerk, July 2B, isa4>. H*, 36, K N* 61* ^ 

MetoaJfe io Cleik, August % l’83f,. -B* If*.'. 16, L, N. 66* 
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his elder brother, Rais BiMur J la-j Khan, had been given five wells 
for a provision, and the Rais believed that that should be the provision 
of a younger brother.^ Clerk advised Shah Baz Khan to accept the 
offer of his elder brother. But he persisted in claiming at least one- 
third of the Estate if not . more and so had to be informed by the 
Political Agent that he had no authority for making such a partition. 
He remarked to Fraser r® '■ If the Kunjpura lands are regarded as 
private property, no time should be lost in subjecting this inheritance 
to the rules of the Shariat. But if it be deemed expedient to main- 
tain the Chiefship and the Chief in respectability and authority, the 
provision for his brother should be left in a measure to his discretion.” 


Shah Baz Khan again presented a petition two years later in 
Becember, 1836,3 and gave the instance of his uncle Mohy-ud-din 
Khan. But Mohy-ud-din was the ottly full brother of Nawab Rahmat 
Khan while Shah Baz Khan had one more' younger brother Jan Baz 
Khan. Shah Baz Khan also cited the case of Karam Sher Khan 
whose estate was equally divided between his two sons ... Ghulani 
Nabi Khan and Nizam Ali Khan. But Clerk's' contention "was that 
Karam Sher Khan was not the Chief of a principality and thaf it was 
an equal partition of an estate. The reply, so cogent and clear, which 
Metcalfe gave, was as follows 


l, Ghnimn Mohy-ud-din desired that Shah Bass Khan and Jan Bm Khan should 
he given a share of the estate (B K. p, Wh Bais was of the opipi^a 
that the younger brothers had no claim 'to a divialenof the estate,, m it would 
mean a diminution in the importance of the Chiefahip, (p, 


f Clerk to Fraser, August 32, IS3i, B. H* SO, L. K i$Sf. 

' X Clerk to Metcalf#, December, 19, . B, Jl,. g2, D, H, llX 


In this letter also,^Cierk says'lbat Bass Khan claimed to oMama ' 
moiety one half) or ohe^hlrd' of ■ 




4. Metosilft to Clerk; December 1% % ^m, U H* ^ 
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“ i...... apprize you that in the npinion of the Ilonourabk t!ie 

jtieutenant-Governor, N. Provinces, Kunjpura must be- regarded as a 
principality and that the younger braiiches milsf depend upon tlie elder 
for support, the amount of their prin-ision being regulated by the rustum 
of the family ; you arc requested to make the uecessuiy coiiiinunication . 
to the parties concerned,'* In the face of these instructions, the r laini 
of Shah Baz Khan was disallowed and he was granted the provision 
already proposed by bis elder brother. In 1S49, lie at;ain appealed 
against the award but the Governor of Agra refused to make any i.-tiango 
in itd Clerk and Government tlius tried to preserve the Chiefship 
of Kunjpura entire and grant to the younger sons only a bar'- main^ 
tenance...... .the principle applied to Patiala, Nabha and Jind. 

(B) Kelating to maintananoo, 

As said earlier, Nawab Gulslier Khan, the father of Rahmat 

Khan and Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, had left three younger sons 

Ghulam Rasul Khan, Ghulam Muhammad Klian and Sher AU Khan, 

In 1821, Birch allotted for their provision Es. 240 ' a year R.s. I(>00, 

two-thirds of the allowance, lo he paid by the then Hais Ratimat 
Khan and Es. 800 one-third to be contribute-.l Irv Mofiv-ud-din, 


IS 

■iiii 




L k> IS, 1840,^8. 1?^“. 128, L, S, llfl* 

In 1840, Shahbaa Khan presented a petiiiou to Gov © f nor wbo 
felerred ii to Metoalfe at JDelhL 1*110 lalfeer obewveci : **l oDUsider tbei tin# 
of fwovlsioa ms4e by tlie Chief of Kuajpura for hi§ youagiifr brother 
to be atiffioiently liberal and that mj farther Interferwioe om mr part irill lead 
to mmh mufmmn mnd t«i<l lo proloag tli« bad feeling «*xisling betw- m 
brotham Sti&hb»« Khan is eneouraged la Itis oppoeilion to his elder brother 
by the mmh Gltiil^ia Mohy-iid-dia Khan and so long as be mlmm Ills pr e- 
mat hostility lo the Chief, he eaanot ejcpeofc lo be more favomrably oonslciwed 
{Metottlf* %o titemmm, Jam* I, 184», B. H. 188, p. 274}. ®bio»»si» s 

** I diwetod , to inform yon ttmt tho I 40 atiwant'*G 0 v«raor oonourtin ' 

«h« viaw of tu® case t«te by you »ad woo no rtmatm for iatorfoeinf in ^ 


midrtar” 


IM 


Ibomason to Metootfok Jtmo ti. im, S. 



according to the proportion of the estate, both the elder brothers wer^ 
holding. When Mohy-tid-din's case was arbitrated, as Clerk pointed out, 
Metcalfe was not aware of the existence of these three brothers. However, 
w'hen they grew up, they appealed to Ochterlony who was of the 
opinion that the two elder brothers-Rahmat Khan and Ghulam Mohy-ud- 
din Khan ought to si-ipport their three younger brothers in the 
proportion given aboved 


Strangely enough Mohy-ud-din Khan refused to pay his share 
of the allowance.^ He went to Delhi and there pleaded to be exempted 


L rierk to Fr«£or, December *4, 18:^2, B* K. 78, L. 82 


rJeik added : *‘This mode of providing for the then younger brother© 

is stated by Sir David Ochterlony in the full convic ion that Mohy-ud-diji 
attained more than his right and ..... that the arbitration went deliberately 
to divide the entire principality, as left by Gulsher Khan between his two 
elder sons, without at all adverting to the existence of the three you.igers . . 

Also 8ee,B. N. $1. L. K. ISl. 

Bocs to Swinton, February 25, 1822. B. N. 70, L. N. 101, 

A Boss to Captain Ross, Novembers, 1822, B. N. 22, L.N J49. 

Fraser to Boss, December 29, 1822, B. N. 22, L. N. 164. 

First Assistant Delhi Keaideney ■ to Murray, April 13, 1826, B. N. 26, 


Ohulam Kasul Khan also claimed arrears of allowance (Bi N. 25, 
L. N. 23). 

K«' ss wrote to Middleton that in the event of the refusal of Nawab 
Ohulam Mohy-ud-din Khan to bear any expense of maintaining ht« yoanigef 
brothers, he would proceed to sequester his share in the principality* (B* 

70, b. N. 133). 


On July 2 , 1832 , Boss again reported to the Resident that Ghulana 
Mohy-ud^din Khan had refused to pay hm share of contribution to ids brother 
and aliO consmented cn the^ conduct , of. Fraser, an officer of Delhi Residency, 
in interfering In the case and receiving representations from the Nawab (B. N. 

Also see B. N. 26, LL. N. 65, and 96, April 2, and May 16, 1825. 



froitt .siicliVontribiition, contendm^ that his 'share of one-third of the 
f^sta e was merely a provision^ Accordingly in 1823, the award was 
modified. The allowance was reduced from Rs, 24(K) to Rs. 1500 aiai 
was fienceforth to be paid by the Rais and his successors oni3% wiiiic 
Mi)hy-iid-din was to contribute nothing/^ But even this was not paid 
till 1824 w'hen Bahadur Jang Khan, the then Rais, was threatened with 
an attachment of bis estate by Government.^ It only then he paid 
the allowance and cleared ali the arrears,^ 

Nawab Gulslier Khan had given five wells of land which CUmlaia 
Rasul Khan claimed as his exclusive possession to the prejudice of 
two younger brothers/*^ The grant was said to have been made by 
Gulslier Khan for the life of Ghnlam Rasul and so the h)rmer couiil 
have resumed or modified it.® The grant was renewed by Nawah 


L. Clwrk, to Melcitife* Dce«:i»foi*r lU, B. JE»i. m N. Iia. 

Fraser Wrote a letter on behalf of GhaUm MoUy-u Kftaa iiruiii^ 

motiification of the ptmiom order \ B, N. L. "*6 | Ochtei tony 
tested agaiBet his interference in the disputa ( B. N. "i'i, h X. al'-A 
Also nm. II K, h. N. 37. 

S". Clerk to Fraser, Beceffiber 14, IS32, B. K. 7S, 1/ N, Si 
3- Ibid, Murray bad been asked to apeak to the Rawah of KardpuM iis|my 
. the altoiranoe of the brothers more regularly. 

B. N. 2% L. N, im, September ISid. 

B. R. 27, L. 224 iSeptember 12, li»27. 

4* Murray to Elliott. May 30, 4S24 B. N. 72, L, N, fob, 

4 BN. 78, L- N., h2. Acoordmg *0 Ghulsm Al> Klum, Nawali Chiklwf Kli*rs 
had aliotted the five wells for the support of his family. The liitis further 
observed; ** If it had been hi« therefore, to gi.e thii hmd to 

• ” Gfettlate Mmul Kfcan* be would aurtly have given a »u tabk pfovkloii 
to the two younger tons. For fifteen years, the Und w.m onJoyaA in 
k mmmm by the three brothers **• He further staled that those wells had 
taken by Nawab Rabinat Xhen/bnt fmlitmi by Stobadur Jaag 
Kbiwi; Obttlapa Muhamaoad Khan, one of the tliree brothera, wi« op bad 
" tortus with the otiw two sad m * they had refused to give Mm M» 
I B, n: m, p* W )* 

Ghiilaia Mohy-dd-dln Khm oontoaded that the five, welia had been 
giv«« to Ohttlana Baeul Khaii oMy by ■ Mis fath«f. ( liM^, p* , ), 

4 Wtsmr to Olerk, Deoemoar », M. I3|. 


'£■ 931 : 


teahmat Iviian and Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan, the Chiefs of Kuiijpm'a 
wiio fulbwed Gulsher Klian, Ghulam Rasui Khan himseif acknowledged 
tise right of those Chiefs to fenew the grant ; following this rule, urged 
Fras'er, the present Nawab Ghulam Ali Khan had the right to resume 
the grant o’r continue itd added :: It <^onsists of land forming part 
of the hereditary estate of the Chief and I do not see how any one Chid 
van alienate it or -grant it for a longer period than his 

The whole case w-as brought up before Clerk in 1832-. Ghulam 
Rasul himself came to Ambala; his two }nounger brothers were also asked 
to come ^ Then the English Agent proceeded to the examination of - the 
documentary evidence, produced by both the parties ; Ghulam Rasul 
Khan submitted copies of two documents, showing that five wells of 
land were his ** undividedproperty ” ; the documents had been executed 
by his father Gulsher Khan and his eldest brother, Rais Rahmat Khan ; 
the two younger brothers of Ghulam Rasul presented another document 
signed by Rais Bahadur Jang Khan, their nej hew and the eldest son of 

Rahmat Khan, which proved that the income from wells .Rs SOU a 

year, and the allowance of Rs. 1500 per annum, were to be equally divid- 
ed among Ghulam Rasul and his two brothers. However, the conten- 
tion of Ghulam Rasul Khan was accepted by Clerk and Fraser, the 
Nawab being directed to pay him ail arrears and make over the land in 
question.^ The two younger brothers of Ghulam Rasul denied the 


L to Clerk, Dwembor 2S, 1832, N. 32. L. N. 132, p. 472‘A md- 

4T2-B. I’.ad beeoJiTO th*e Navab aftet fcke death of his elder brother 

Bfthadut Jaog Ktma < B. N. 28, L. N, 2i:i . 

% B. N. 32, L. N- KIX md ^p. 4f 2-A — 472-B. ^ 

3. derls to Fraser, Deeamber 14, 1832, B. 7B-, ta. N, B't. 

4, IM4^ md Fraser to Clerk, Beeember “ lS%i: B. M, 32, fc. H 133* 

Clerfe %hMB axplaioad the deeiasoit be bad arrived at l ** It wai the 

coMidsratioa that i««i -height was due* Sttpposing them all to be autbeatio, 
to the mote mbant ioattttiaent appeawttg -tS# have bbba hieoftted 'by -thh 
iast Hais tbmi the docixmeixts p^irporfehig to have beep the deeds e^- h^ two 
predecessors ■ vrhMjh rather ' iiiolined 'me ■' (ih form ah op&tea, fo'vempWe ■ t* the 
■oWms of GhAm ^ 
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affthentif'fty of tliftir brother's docaments and produced the uriginaJ 
receipts in the name o£ all the three brothers, for arrears of m mey— 
provision receh-ecl from the Rais as well as for the revenues of the five 
wells. But Cierk declared that all the documentary evidence was of a 
most conflicting nature and hence of no value, with the exception of 
receipts of revenue from the five wells by the three brothers. So Clerk 
finding himself in a fix desired both the parties to abide by the decision 
o f the Rais, whatever that might be,' 

Fraser sugge.sted a good sol ution. Five wells w'ere to be given 
to Ghidam Rasul Khan, but his share in the Cash pension was to be pro- 
portionately reduced. As the income from the wells was five hunered 
rupees and the cash pension fifteen hundred rupees, the total amounted 
to two thousand rupees. If it were divided equally, between three 
brothers; each would get R.s. 666/10/8. Thus Ghulara Rasul, who had 
been given five wells worth five hundred rupees, was to get only 
Bs, 166/10/8, from the allowance granted by the Rais, so that his total 
income would not exceed the share of his two brothers,* Accordingly, 
Clerk wrote to Nawab Ghulam Ali Khan requesting him to put Ghulam 
Rasul Khan in possession of the lands in question and to account 
to him for all the arrears of their revenues.® The two younger lirothers, 
Ghulam Muhammad Khan and Sher Ali Khan, were informed of the 
mode of division, proposed by Fraser, which gave equal maintenance to 
all tlie three. 


1. Chrk to Fr»8«r, Deoomber 14, 1832, B. N. ?'8, 1, N 82. 

2. Fraser to ClorJs, December $8,1832, 8. N:3*, L N. 133, anJalio 8. X S3. 

j>. i‘29' Freeer suggested this adution to his loner to ahoUm All KiMm o ' 
Kunjpura. " ' - ' ^ 

3. Vytk to 


ObulatnRylKhanw^iBdebtaaiifee.’wftSiMkwi a^eerteto 

pofUon of btoalfitoWBoe tofiitaiedilaiw,., B. K. 80, 1.. N, <1^ ' ' 


I mim m* 



im 1 


#) MRtltiOl DISPUTES REEAtma^ TO lALfiRtdtti 

Tliere were three ixiiportant disputes, relating to the estates in 
M^ale'rkotla—the hrst two showed the superiority of the claims of the 
brothers over those of the widow's, while the third is in a class by 

itself. 


(a) The first dispute occurred bet W'een Sahib j an, the widow of 
Faiz Ullah Khan -and his brother, Faiz Talab Klian.'^ These two 
brothers were possessed of an estate yielding about Ks, SoOh arnUially- 
Sahib Jan claimed the estate of her dead husband. Clerk recommended 
that the claims of Faiz Talab Khan should be considered favourably and 
tited a similar case in the family (of September 1830) in which Murray 
had considered the claims of the surviving brother superior to those of 
the widow ? Fraser replied that the estate should be disposed of in 
conformity with the Mohammadan Law% unless there was any family 
usage to the contrary.® 

Clerk wrote again : 1 observed that the PatlianS of Malerkoila 

have on several occasions of submitting their differences to the 
mediatioH of the Supreme Government protested against the dictates of 
Mohammadan Laws of inheritance. The records of the ca$es tha: have 
been brought before the British Government by ihe Fathans of Maler^ 
kotla show that the supreme Government and the local authorities 
have frequently admitted the plea wnich the Pathans have offered 
against being subjected to decisions founded on the rules of the 
Shatrah.'** 


IWPI 

liisililti 


1. Clerk to Fr«a»r, Mareb 1% IBMp B. K. f8, h. K. 16* See ia-%a Or iffin 
Punjab Cbiefs> yolume II> p. 

Tbeee two were the isoois of S*ateb the »o*r of BlhlcftO 

aiMl thua cousins of the ruler of Malet kotla» Hk^ab AjnjV Ali Khan, 

% OMk U Wmmh Match 16, m% B. ^ n, h. N* 16, al»o - • ■ ^ . * 

Clerk to Metcalfe, January l\ 1817 , B, 88 , L. 2?^. I. ^ ^ ^ , 

Fraser to Clerk, June 14, ISS2, B* It 88, L, 4<1* * ‘ 'T 

Fra^ alio for#atded’ a oopyVpiThk MteC ‘(B. K, 82, 

p. MS-M), slid l%e reply lie had rece?^* •' (p* 







Cki k tbe case of the inheritance of Xur-nn-Nisea, tiie 

uidcnv i‘f liamtnad. Ali Khan wfw died in . }823, '.vlien tiif nil*'-; i.{ the 
' Sh,.rn-ih ’ were tkA observed^ 


In ids ’"aNf-a the Rais and r>tiier Afthan like K’.ihinnt 


itli Klinn were nnaninionsly against the daiius of I'.u^ 'Ihilalt Klian. 
They also j»n>test-';d t gainst the use of Mohamrrndan T,i,\v as suhver- 
Kive of the prior usage in force among them. T!ie rtnson uf the 
’■ apparent concord *' was. as Clerk points out. that Sahib Jan, the 
rival claimant, was the sister of the Rais while R.ihntat Ali was dis- 
satisfied on account of the rejection of the ciaim of las ilatigliter, 
Sahih-un-Nissa, to the estate of her dead husband. Sirhan Ali Khun, 
in favour of the surviving brother.^ The Rais e.cn exhibited a 
deed of partition btitween the deceased Faiz UlUih Khan and his 
brother Faiz Talab Khan to prove that the latter had no right to the 
estate of the^ fftnner. 


la spite of his best efforts. Clerk could not prevail iijxm 
either Sahib Jan or Faiz UUah Khan to come to any arrangement. 
She demanded a moiety of her dead husband's estate for her • gmara ' 
as Ihe leiist her brother, the Ruts, would sanction her ai.cepting.*, 


i, Ciwk lo Ffwer, July 3t). W3il, B N'. 78, L. N. rS. 

In a tetter of December 6, 1S33, Clerk forwarded a <!enamuiiie«tio«i from 
the mler of Malerk jtla protesting egeinatthe adoption uf Bherreli for r»gnJ«*. 
ing (he succoseion to property *’ mmI gave the example of hie own eucoeesion 
to Cbiefeh»p. Clerk observed ; “ The Supreme Government in 182# dieapprov- 
<d the recommendation of the Goveraor-Qenerai’e agent at Oetbi that the 
rules of the Sharrab ahould be followed hti dispioeing uf the queetios relating 
to the estate of Sur-un-HiaiMk Begum” B. N 79. l>. N. I'*®. 


2, Tora Bet Khan, the surviving elder brother of Sultan $.11 Khan and the de- 
clared Mr to his estate, was again^ Sabib-un Nissa'e claim. As Clerk remark- 
ed, there was no want of precedente on either sid.#. 


3.- 'The ease ig diseass^^^a* '{Bf Wow. ^ Hiew,^ T^_po ipveloj^ between Rabwat 
; ' ' Ali t»d the Iftaia, ami’ tifiJa '<>toeo»li,1l^.. fciy , J , ' ' „ 

■4.” Cfl*rkto'llaW^tlb,'4«g«afl,j’' 


■N» n,, 
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Faiz Ullah Khan proposed to give only Rs. 1200. At last, after 
a great deal of persuasion on the part of Clerk, the Rais agreed 
to accept Rs. 2100 per annum for his sister ^ and before the 
Political Agent, signed an acknowledgment of her acceptance of 
the provision."' The British Gevernment only desired that the 
allowance granted to Sahib Jan should" be proportionate to her 
dignity as the sister of the Rais.^ When Clerk informed the Govern- 
ment that the allowance would be Rs. 2100, the figure was accepted 
by the Supreme Government,^ and Faiz Talab Khan was allowed 
to succeed to the estate 


(6) The Estate of Sultan All Khan. 


Sultan Ali Khan and Tura Baz Khan were full brothers, 
possessing an estate of Rs. 10,000 a ^ year. The former died in 
1828, without male issue and his widow Sahib-un-Nissa, daughter’ 
of Bahmat Ali Khan, and his elder brother, Tura Baz Khan, 
claimed his portion of ^he estate,^ Murray ^ the Agent at Ambala, 
and Hawkins the Resident at Delhi,; had given - their opinion in 
favour of Tura Baz Khan and required Mih to give a maintenance 
of Rs, 100 per month to his brother's widowA The decision had 
been unpalatable to the supporters of Sahib-un-Nissa, especially to 


The revenue of the estate was estimated as Rs. 6100 by the Rais but onl y 
Rs* 6600 by Faias Talab Khan, 

Metcalfe to Clerli:, FebniaTy IS, ms, B, K. 7, 

Macnaghten to Metcalfe, Febmary 14, 1838, B. H. 38, p, 23. 


Metca If® to Cleric, August ^^7, 1838, B, K, 38, I*. M. 64. ’ 
Macnaghten to Metcalfe, August 16. 1838, B. N. 38, p. 267, 


As observed in the beginning ®f the Chapter, government was not in.' ' - ; ; 

- favour' 'of 'feinale'auccesslcui*' ^ ^ '' ■" ' ; 

B.il.38. p. ' ' J' ; ' ' I; ■ 

Murray to iJawMoa# 

■Iiawkin'i""to 


Hawkins to Murray, Eapleittbcr tS^, 1?^, B.& % K. 74.- 

^ A ‘ • 


Martlii to Murray, . 


20 . ‘ 
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her father, Rahmat AU Khan. When Fraser was the Governor 
General’s Agent at Delhi and Clerk, in the Agency Office at 
Ambala, she appealed against the decision, but neither of the two 
proposed to iuterfere with the existing arrangement. Similarly 
Metcalfe refused to cancel the order of Fraser, his predecessor, when 
the widow again appealed.^ At last the case went to the Court of 
Directors and they were of the opinion that the decision by which 
the widow of Sultan Ali Khan was excluded in favour of his brother, 
the other share-holder in the estate, was erroneous, as the family 
usage was in favour of the widow’s claim.® They further observed 
that “ the usages of this and other families on the subject of in- 
heritance are scarcely ever so fixed that precedents cannot be found 
on both sides of a question and such seems to be the case in this 
instance”.® But, the Court of Directors, though saying that she had a 
better claim than her brother-in-law, did not think that shehad sustain- 
ed positive injustice. They directed that Sahib-un-Nissa should “receive 
by way of compromise the largest possible provision in land or in 
money, which the estate can reasonably afford 



1. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 24, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 42. 


The matter bad been agitated in 1831 but Martin, the Resident at 
Delhi, did not consider the right of Sahib-un-Nissa to succeed to her late hus- 
band’s estate to be. so well established by the usage of the family of Maler- 
kotla as 'to justify him in moui’ying the decree passed by Hawkins on 
Murray’s recommendation. 

a. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, 1833, B, N. 38, L. N. 87. 

Extract from a 1 tter No. 48, from the Honourable the Pourt of Direc- 
tors, dated August 22, 1838, (p. 407). 

' Metcalfe to .Mansel, April 8, 1817. B. N. 38, p. 408- 10. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, 183«, B. N. 38, L. N. 87. 

Torrens to Metcalfe, December 5, 1838, E. N. 38, p. 406. 

Extract of A lstter fiw^ the . Co«rt of Directors, Ntf. 48i of 18SS, 4afey 
^ugust22, 1838, p. 407, ’if.!*''. 

Metcalfe to Mansel, April 8* W7^|Cpy.!l<.’ie».0«; 


Turabaz Khan willingly agreed .0 give the increased provision as 
is apparen: by a letter witch Clerk addressed to Metcalfe,^ the 
maintenance was increased from Rs 1200 to Rs. 1500 a year, the 
greater part of which was assigned in land. The political Agent 
considered it quite adequate as the estate was worth only Rs. 5050, 
per annum; the Rais of Malerkotla also thought it to be sufficient. Clerk^^ 
therefore, recommended, it to Government. Metcalfe expressed his 
gratification and approved of the maintenance.^ Tura Baz Khan thus 
got the estate in preference to the widow. 

(c) The Estate of Nur-un-Missa. 

Muhammad Ali Khan^ was a member of the fraternity of the 
Pathans of Malerkotla. On his death, the estate was divided between his 

two widows-l^ur-un-Nissa and Sultan Bibi. On the death of the former 

« ■■ ■■ ■ 

her share of the estate was given to the ruler of Malerkotla. This occurred 
in 1823.^ 


L Clerk to Metcalfe, April 20, 1839, B. N. 82, L. N. lU. 

2. Metcalfe, to Clerk, May 6,'l834, B. N. 39, L. N* 23. 

Maddock to Metoalfe, May i, 1839, B. N. 39, p. 289. • 

' ■ 1 ■ ■ 

3. According to Griffin, Muhammad AU was the grand-son of Nawab Jamal Khan ► 

who died in 1759 — ‘■‘Cbiefsof the Punjab, Volume II, p. 529. 

4. BUiott to Murray, December 18, 1823, B. N. 23, L. N»219. . ^ 

It is one of. the longest and the most confusingi cases on record in the 
history of the Ambala Agency. It started in 1823, eight years . before Clerk’^. 
assumption of office, and lasted till 1838 ; scores of letters were exchanged 
between Malerkotla, Ambala, Delhi and Calcutia. Nur-un-Kissa died in 1823 
leaving her estate which comprised Buzynub, Nnrbaksh, Nathumajra and 

• sfc percentage of town duties of Malerkotla her share in last being declared 

^ to ik'ohly 5 pet cent. At first' in 1823, all thi# , gi^'en to the Rais as head _ 

of the family ; later on, his share was redticed to two- fifths, while tlie three- 
^^fiftlis went. .tO;4li0 ‘pther thpr^ • iclahnattts*. Eteynnb’ and ^l^lrbaksh -had 
been already partitioned beforet among the Fathan brethren, the ' claimants 
to her estate, but f h^, ;had dfprived* 'them of ■ t'h^^ir ' ‘ sharei’datet bh' ' #‘ks 

compelled to restore, 











1 "jin,.’/ 


In 1827, the supreme Government reversed its decision and the 
estate was directed to be divided among the Pathan brethren of 
Malerkotla.1 The principle adopted was the division of her esta e 
into five parts ; two parts were given to the Chief and one part to 
each of the three discendants of Jamal Khan.® Her personal property 
was also to be divided in the same proportion. When called upon to 
surrender the personal property of Nur-un-Nissa, the Rais replied 


Cmtinued from page 99 

partition. There wae some dispute about NathuiMajra, claimed by Rahmat 
AU Khan but Goverunient ordered it to.be divided with her share of the town 
duties. Her personal property had been given to the Kais in U2Swhj 
refused to part with it, inspite of Government’s desire to divide it among 
the various claimants. 

See B, N. 23* L, N. 219, B, N. 27, LL# N. 161 A, 209, 243, 266 and 281, 
B. N, 28, l,L. N. 16, 38 and 15C. B. N. 30, LL. N. 03A and 94 and the 
memorandum of Blake, B* N. 30, pp. 160-95. 

It is apparent that Government was actuated by a desire to give unifor- 
mity to the laws of succession in Malerkotla. Nur-un-Nissa’s heirless 
estate was equally divided among various claimants with a double share 
for the Bais, who was the head of the family. Later on, even this 
distinction was to go. All such estates were, in futursi to be divided equally. 

1, See Hislop to Murray, June 17, 1827 B. N. 27, L. N. 161A, and 
November 26, 1827, B. N. 27, L. N. 281. 

Clerk to Fraser, August 15, 1834, B. N. 80, j;,. N. 123, 

2 . Murray to Colebrooke, March 3, 1828 B. N. 76, L. N. 30. 

Coiobrooke to Murray, March 7, 1828, B. N. 28, L. N. 38. 

As early as August 28, 1827; Colebrooke had written to Murray 

that the estate should be partitioned between all the descendants of Jamal 
Khan and that none of the members of the family should be excluded 
from the share; the order was to be strictly enforced (B. N. 27, L. N. 
209). Also see B. N, 2S, L. Jf. 120-4- ’ • • 

Although Eahmat Alt Khan expressed his dis-satisfaotion against this 
award. wMoli gave a larger share to the Bais, yet QoVenmaent refused to 
change it as far asjNur-un-Nisaa’s propei^yi.was oonoerned. 

SeeHawkins to Swiaton,vAprttt-^I828» U N; aS.^p. 133. 

Swinton to Hawkins, May 23, 1830, B. N. 3% p. 147, 



that he had enjoyed it for fonr years under the decree of the Supreme 
Government and that he could not produce the personal effects,^ 
Colebrooke, the Resident at Delhi, in reply to a letter of Murray, had 
expressed his reluctance to enforce this demand as after such a lapse 
of time no expectation could be entertained of their recovery. Clerk 
himself felt that it would be a great hardship to call on the Kais 
(in 1834) after a lapse of eleven years to restore the personal pro- 
perty of the deceased lady*^ 


But the other claimants did not want to give tip their share of 
personal property and Tura Baz Khan and Rahmat Ali Khan again 
put forward their claims. Clerk’s reply was the same — that it would 
be a case of hardship, but he was prepared to renew the demand on 
the Rais if Metcalfe disagreed with the above view.^ 


This point of hardship, Clerk reiterated in a letter to the 
Agent to the Governor General.^ There was also dispute between 
the Rais and Rahmat Ali over twenty percent of the town duties 
levied in Malerkotia/ which had formed a part of Muhammad All's 


L Clerk to Frasej, August 15, 1854, B. N. 80, b. H* 


Clerk to Metcalfe, November 19, 1838, B. N. 83, L. H, 171 


4. Clerk to 'Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B. N# 83^ .1*. H. 27, ; 

5. Babmat Ali Khan present^ 'a pet^tl^ to ^ Lieutenant* ’ 
in 'wliieh he asserted that he and Ms father had been receiving ten per sent 
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;tate. In reality relations between the two were extremel ystrained, 
his bitterness, as Clerk pointed ont, was due to the disappoint- 


ontinued from page 101 


of these duties for the past fifty-three I* e,, very much prior to the 

British connection and that none of the Fathan brethren had objected. He 
also point edf ont how in 1835, Clerk had passed an order dividing the 20 per 
oent Cnstoms dnty of Malerkotla among various claimants and that the Agent 
at Delhi had confirmed Clerk^s decision (B. 37, p. 157-60.) 


Clerk, in considering the, petition, discussed the ^ question of Kahmat 
All’s share of town duties in his despatch of 5’une 17, 1837. He pointed out 
how twenty percent duties were assigned by Ochterlony in 3811 to the two 
widows — Niir-tin-Hissa and Sultan Bibi — of Muhammad Ali? inspite of Rabmat 
All Khan’s protest! who bad been in receipt df half or iO percent of these 
duties. Rahmst AH badprqtee^d in 1827 also but no heed bad been paid 
to, his protests. But be also admitted that Rahmat Ali bad been enjoying the 
duties (10 percent) inspite of Ochterlony ’s decree and that he had advised the 
Fathan brethren to settle the dispute among themselves. As they had failed 
to do so, he arranged for the partition of the town duties on June 10, 1835. 
He also observed that had the conduct of Rahmat Ali Khan been more con- 
ciliatory towards the Chief he would have been assigned this percentage 
unanimously by the Fathan brethren. Clerk also referred to Blake’s memo- 
randum m which the whole case bad been thoroughly discussed. (B. K, 83^, 
D.H. 27), ; 


In October 1837, Metcalfe forwarded to Clerk a copy of a letter of the 
Secretary at Agra, asking him to carry into effect the very explicit 
instructions ” of the Dieutenant-Oovemor, Ten percent of the duties were 
to b® 'given to Bahmaf'Ali Khan pro^d^^ that ** the fact of ? possession 
befoi:© the oommeneement of oibr supemaey be established **• Further, Cierfc 
was directed ** to cosifme the attachment and the division to the 5 percent 
I possessed by ^Tur-tin-l^issa- 'during hoif 'Hfd order of the Government 

having only reference to that which was in the possession of the ^ lady^Hur-un- 
iHiisa at' the biki© ’ofhskf’diso4aS©‘’iwhdiIj^^'''eeiJi&^''o^^ poasesnedby 


tiki© ’of hsk’ disc«kwi©‘’akd[ s©ixii©"of wbal^ was pp^ssessed by 
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ment which Rahmat Ali Khan felt over the qi^tion of chiefship.^ 
In 1834, the attitude of Rahmat Ali to the, Rais, Nawab Amir 
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another befoi'e our sapermacy coasmenced being precluded by th© fundamen 
tal rule of our eonneetion with the States (B. N. 37, L. N. 97, October 7- 
1837, and HamUton to MetceUfe, September 39, 1837, p. 340*42}« 


Clerk again took up the questnm in June 1837« He admitted that the 
duties elaimed by il^hmat AH had been enjoyed by his father,... Ata Hliah 
Blhan, when he the ruler -of Malerkotla. Amir AU Khan, the Rais of 

Kunjpura# eoii^iemded that the duties were enjoyed because no specific appoint- 
ment of the revenues had been made and that Ata Uliah Khan appropriated 
what ever he chose to take and that as he was the ruler, the right ought to 



descend to himu Eahmat Ali Khan pointed out that he had continu cd to 
enjoy the right since 1810, the year of bis father’s death and that his father 
possessed it not in right of being chief but as confirmed on him as a free gift 
by his nephew Muhammad Ali Khan. Clerk went on to observe that Rahmat 
AU Khan had been tacitly allowed by the fraternity to enjoy the percentage 
unquestioned and -that even Ochterlony’s decree *^did not tend to his being 
deprived of it’% He agreed wi^-h the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
that the property should remain as it was in Rahmat Ali Khan’s possession 
but requested Government to annual Ochterlqny’s would conti- 

mie to give rise to more squabbles in future. <B. 83, L. 26).. 


The Rais of Maleibotla did *K)t appear to be satisfi^ ^itJh the 
decision On June 4, 1838, Metcalfe advised Clerk to opmiqaunicate tp„^the 
Eais, who was believed to be at Ambala,' ♦‘‘on the subject tJb.©reof pointing 
out to him the folly as well as inutility oi troubling the Bight Honourable 
the Governor- General in Oonnoil With repeatead retoenbes on a case already 
fully decided"’, and bis obstinate permstei^W upon ' hfe notice a 
^ase already fully decided'’^ K* Mk ^ ' ' ' ' ' ^ ‘ ‘i ^ ' 

Griffia « Rmjab Cbkfe” Volmna H, '.p*;,,®!' .-Ralunat AR 
til. deatii of Ate FUah Khaa, m 18i0, laid 
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All Khan, became so offensive that the latter came personally to Ambala. 
Clerk invited Rahmat Ali also and effected a reconciliation between 
the two. Later on, Rahmat Ali gave further provocation and 
erected a separate fort. Clerk says that hostilities would have 

resulted had not he himself gone to Malerkotla.* Since then 
Rahmat Ali’s conduct had been peaceable but there was no love 
lost between him and the Rais.® 

About Rahmat Ali’s claim to the personal property of Nur-un- 
Nissa and his complaint that Clerk had deprived him of his share 
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claim to the Chiefship, but his claim was successfully contested by 

Waiziir Khan, the elder son of Nawab Bhikan Khan (Ochterlony to 

Birch, March 26, 1821, B.. 21, L. N, 104). The British Govern- 
ment wanted to introduce the rule of primo-geniture in the state. 

So the appeal of Rahmat Ali Khan was dismissed, and succession 
was vested in Wazir Khan and his male heirs. (B. K. 22, L. N, 140). 
Bahxnat Khan was very much aggrieved and regarded Wazir Khan 
and his descendants as usurpers. At this time Wazir Khan’s son, 
Amir AU Khan, was the Rais. (B. K. SI, L. N. 124, and B. N, 8^, 


2, Clerk to Metcalfe, d'ane It, 1837, B. H. S3, h. N.-.27:. 


In May 1838, Amir All Khan of Kunjpura presented a petition 
alleging thai^Bahmat Ali Khan had .tyrannised over the petitioner 
to such a degree that he had been obliged to leave his old resi- 
dence and live at Ambala. This brought a severe rebuke to him for Torrens 
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for the. last eleven years, the English Agent cited Murray order 
that only the landed estate was to be partitioned while her 
personal property was to be relinquished to the estate,^ 


[Gontimed pom page 104) 

observed to Metcalfe : “ It appears that the Chief acknowledges his inability 
to maintain his authority, although fully supported by the British Oovem- 
ment in bis own territory, an admission the possible consequence of which 

he should have maturely considered before making it, as the impression 

thereby produced upon His Lordship’s mind cannot be favourable towards 
his efficiency in the character of an independent ruler ’ However, an inter- 
dict was placed by the Supreme Grovernmeat on Rahmat Aii Khan*s residence 
in Malerkotia* Metcalfe authorised Clerk to speak to R ahmat Ali Khan to 
that effect and take an assurance from him of eonducti ng himslf in a more 
peaceable and respeotable manner towards the head of the family. (Metcalfe 
to Clerk, June 4, 1838, B, N. 38. p. 132.) 

Torrens to Metcalfe, May 26, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 132. 

amd Arzi of Amir Ali Khan to the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary, B.H. 38, 
p. 147— 48, p, 148 — 49, received on May 8, 1838. 

1- Clerk to Metcalfe. June 17, 1837, B. N. 83, L. m 27. Also see B* N. 30, 
LL. H. 93A and 94. 

Clerk agreed with the views of Colebrooke, who bad observed that he 
was not prepared “ to give any final instructions as it lay o pen to much 
discussion, both as to the extent of the property a ctually received by the 
Rais and the fairness of calling on him at such a distan ce of time to refund, 
what he considering himself authorised by the fir st decision of Government, 
to apply to his own use, might be supposed to have expended”. (B. 83, 

L.N.27). ’’ 

With this point of view, the Lieutenant-Governor did not agree and 
deoteed that he could’ not see, ♦l^he, propriety or justice of era ch an : exemp- 
tion He added blia’t diffioul.tietk{ would be experienoed but -ultimate 
should be made and a monetary adjustment effected according to the pro- 
portion fixed by Colebrooke. Finally, the Secretary at Agra observed ; ** 






Another claim was put forward. This time the claimant was 
Sultan Bibi, the second widow of Mohammad Ali. Her agent wanted 
to inquire whether he order of the Government of 1827, partitioning 
Nur-nn-Nissa's estate, had been carried into effect. Commenting on 
the claim of Sultan Bibi, Clerk said that her petition was not 
clear. In one part of the petition, she claimed to inherit the entire 
estate of her husband but this claim had been rejected by the 
orders of Government in 1823. In the second part, she had quoted 
the orders of Government of May 23, 1827, in support of her claim, 
which prescribed a partition of her husband’s estate between the 
descendants of Jamal Khan and the Chief. This had been done 
but as Clerk oTserved no share had been assigned to her.^ The 
next time, Clerk took up the case was in June 1838. 

Discussing the question of inheritance of Nur-un-Nissa’s 
personal property, he went on to say that the claim of Rahmat 
Ali Khan might be rejected and set at rest in consequence of the 
documents executed in 1833 between the Rais and Rahmat Ali Khan^* 
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Hia Honour desires it may be distinctly understood that such a scale is only 
applicable to the division of this particular escheat and by no means to be 

assumed as a precedent in future occasions Future cases of dispute will 

he decided as may seem to be most equitable (B* N. 37, p. 340 — 42). 

This was due to the petition presented by Bahmat Ali Khan in which he 
referring to the property left by ]Sfur-un-Hissa, had reminded the Agra Govern- 
ment of Murray’s promise, that it would be divided in confirmity with the orders 
of the Supreme Government, adding that it had not been done by Clerk. 
(B. N. 37. h. N. 52, p. 163--~64, May 20, l837). 

Naturally, the Bais> Amir Ali Khan protested against the award of the 
lileuten'ant-Governqr. , (B*N. 38,,p* 147*— 4S). 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 10, 1S37, B* N. 83, p. 62. 

As , Clerk said, , she had ■ enough,**.,a moiety of a village and 5 per cent 
^are of the town duties and that was adequate maintenance ; he added that 
she was being instigated by Rahmat Ali Khan. 

2. CierktoMetealfe, June 1^,1838, B.N. 83, X. N 69, * 

That shows what sanctity was attached such document by partis^ 
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The first docucment admitted that ten percent town duties had 
continued to be the share of Rahmat Ali Khan since the life-time 
of Nur-un Nissa and the Rais had agreed to relinquish it for the 
future. The second proved that this share was a part of the estate of 
Mohammad Ali, the husband of Nur-un-Nissa. The third document 
was executed by Rahmat Ali Khan foregoing his right to the 
presonai property . of Nur-mi-Nissa, which was to vest in the Chief, ^ 
But the final decision came a few weeks later, when Metcalfe forwarded 
to Clerk all relevant letters. Thus it was only in August 1838 that this 
ticklish question, which had been hanging fire since 1823, was solved.® 


1. Another dispute between Babmat Ali Khan and the Rais was on the claim of 
one Sarfraz Khan, the son of Imam Ali, the brother of the former who died 
in 1839. As the claimant was the son of a prostitute, therefore, he deserved 
only an assignment and not any inheritance. Clerk had at first agreed in giving 
him a share of the inheritance, as the Rais was in favour of such a decision. 
Clerk wanted that Rahmat Ali and the Rais should come to an understanding 
between themselves as it was a family question. Later on, the Rais also came 
round to the view of an assignment and as a special case, Sarfraz Khan was 
given a main tenance of Rs. 800 — the amount given to the other three widows 
of imam Ali Khan — Clerk to Thomason, August 19, 1841, B. K. IS^t 
L. H. 30. 

Clerk again referred to Sarfra;^ Khan’s claim in a letter of July 20, 
1842. However, he refused to modify or change his award. (B. N. 1^4, 
L. N. 21.) 

2* Metcalfe, on June 20, 1838 (B. 38, L. 20) forwarded a letter from 

Torrens, the Deputy Secretary to the (Government to the r uler of Malerkotia 
(B. N* 38, p. 16d— 66) in which it was clearly written that his Lordship did 
not see any grounds for cancelling the final orders passed by the Lieutenant- 
Governor in the case. Torrens further Wrote : It would not only be a very 

great impropriety in altering the decisions of the proper authorities and that 
I am also aware thf t it would be indel icate to interfere in the disoharge of 
their duties.” 


. “ / 'U Ci i'. V t 


imi ■ 

Ir tlia end I might add ^that the, details of the various succession 
disputes, as related in the foregoing pages, show' how ' 
contend against one fundamental diffioiilty: — —the want of a fixed La 
of succession and con&e<|uent confusion on its being modified in 
accordance to the usages, interests and prejudices of different families/^ 
Clerk displayed a great capacity for exposition and adjudication. It is 
true that Murray was a pioneer in this respect but his work was conti- 
nued worthily by Clerk. Again and again by his masterly marshalling of 
facts, his lucid analysis of the claims of various heirs and by the cogent 
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Metcalfe gave a very lucid summary of the case in his letter to Torrens 
(B. N. 38, July 23, 1838, p. 229-30), a copy of which he sent to Clerk (B.H. 38, 
L. H. 45, August U, 183S). According to Metcalfe, the fact of Rahmat Ali 
having enjoyed 10 percent in the Malerkotla town duties antecedent to the 
British rule was fully established. Therefore, he was placed in the possession 
of the same ; only five percent belonging to the deceased Nur-un-lSTissa and 
her estate of Hathumajra remained to be divided agreeably to the propor- 
tion laid down by Colebrooke approved by the Lieutenant-Governor. The 
personal property of Hur-un-Nissa was difficult to be estimated: Moreover, 
Babmat Ali Khan had executed a deed foregoing his right to it j under 
these circumstances, the claim of Bahmat Ali Khan was on no account 
to be admitted and it was to go to the Bais, Thus the Bais got the 
personal effects of the deceased lady' and 2 percent of town duties and 
two-fifths of the village while Bahmat Ali Khan secured 10 percent of 
duties plus his one-fifth share in 5 percent town duties belonging to Hur-un* 
Nissa and the same share in the village. Other claimants also received 
their share in the town duties and the Nathumajra. Buxiynub and Nurbakhsh 
had already been partitioned. That, according to Metcalfe, was a very fair 
division between the parties ; In the end he remarked ; A settiemerit 
more consistent with their claims would have been effected if made at the 
period of Kur-ua-Nissa’s demise but, under the present circumstances a 
fairer decision on this intricate case cannot in my opinion be effected.” 

Metcalfe, also forwarded to Clerk a copy of Macnagh ten’s letter autho- 
rising the former to carry out the arrangement already proposed by him and 
• ' ' ■ Oteln’" (B, as, p. 230, Augnat 
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recomtoendation that he made in most 'cases. Clerk is revealed as one who 
held a thorough grasp of these problems. ' It is seldom that Governoieat 
expressed its dis-approval of his ’ judgment 'and , decision, his point of 
view, at times, being accepted In preference even to that of the Governor- 

GeneraFs agent at Delhi Ramgarh provides a good example. One 

cannot also help noticing the sympathetic attitude which he maintained 
towards certain unfortunate claimants towards Bassa^va Singh of 
Baidwan, an illegitimate oiBF-spring** 


OHAiPTlR III. 

THE BEITISH GNfERNMENT AND THE PRINCIPLE OF LAPSE ^ ^ 

, A large number of states or estates lapsed to, tbe' Supreme ■Goverii- 
meiit in the time of Clerk, because of the failure of lineal heirs. The 
various principles and considerations underlying such forfeitures are dis- 
cussed in this chapter. The rights of collaterals, a.e., persons of common 
descent but by different line, are always difficult to define. The Com- 
pany^'s Government, therefore, could not follow a consistent policy in this 
respect. Sometimes, it denied the right of a collateral under the Sikh 
Law to succeed to an inheritance ; more often it allowed a collateral to 
inherit. One fact, however, is clear from the correspondence, namely 
that the collaterals did not succeed as a matter of right. If such a right 
had been absolutely recognized by the Supreme Government, it could not 
have been able to occupy Ferozepur, Kaithal, and a p ortion of Jind ; 
however, many of the principalities had no collaterals to claim them and 
their escheat was lawful Thanesar providing a good example,^ 

The events leading to the proclamation of 1809, by which the 
British took the Cis*Sutlej Chiefs,"'’ i.e. the Phulkian rulers of Patiala, 
Nabha and Jind, the Bhaikian ruler of Kaithal and a host of other petty 
Chiefs under their probection, has already been described in Chapter I. 


l, Lawrence, in his Beport on Kaithal, pointed out the difference between the 
attitude of British Government and that of any other suzerain power thus: 

The protected Sikh States have ever been treated by Government in all 

internal questions as strictly sovereign states it has been their fortune 

to fall uuder our rule but had they a Mahratta, Pathari or Sikh monarcb, it 
would not be a question whether men, whose ancestors had no share in acquir- 
ing certain districts, should benefit by collateral connection, with such conquer- 
ors but whether sons should succeed their fathers or rather wh ether the whole 
should not be on the footing of iJagirs held on terms of miiitary service and 
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As Ctmnmgbam^ and Griffin® have ■ pointed ont, Ochterlonyj tbe first 
Political Agent, h ad been under the impression that only a few Chiefs 
existed between the Sutlej and the Jumna but he found a host of small 
fraternities comprising many hundreds of the rank and file among the 
followers of the original conquerors who had been quartered over the 
.country with separate villages for their maintenance and who were alike 
now vested with authority as independent rulers hj the vague terms of 
proclamation of 1809/'’^ These petty rulers often failed to keep order 
within their estates and what was worse, not infrequently, quarrelled 
among themselves. This led to the issuing of a stern warning to them in 
the subsequent proclamation of 1811.^ This, however, hardly improved 
matters, so that the rule of the Chiefs continued to remain in such un- 
satisfactory condition as to lead the English Agents, stationed at Ambala, 
to form the view that the British Government should take every oppor- 
tunity of extending its control over their territory. Such opportunity 
would naturally occur at the failure of the lineal heirs of the Chiefs. This 
was one circumstance resulting in the lapse of a number of Chiefships to 
the Supreme Government. Whenever Clerk recommended an escheat of 
a territory, he talked of the inhabitants benefitting from enlightened 
British rule. But that was not the only motive lying behind the appli- 
cation of the principle of lapse. The British Government was being put 


L Cimningham, p. 144. 

2. Chiefs and Families of Hote in the Punjab — Volume I, p. 65 — 66. 

3. Cunningham says that Ochterlony owned to the Marquis of Hastings m a private 
communication dated May 7, 1818, that his proclamation of 1809 had been passed 
on an erroneous idea (p. 114). Griffin gives the example of the Ambala 
district which bad some thirty petty rulers Chiefs and families of Kote, 
Volume i - p. 5c). 

4. Griffin rightly remarks : with few exceptions, the leading families of 
today are the direct descendants of the conquerors ef 1763, an aristocracy 
with no tradition but that of plunder, with no claims to respect as the scions 
of an ancient line, aliens and foreigners, still and with no sympathy for the 
people whose revenues are now guaranteed to them in perpetuity. {Ibidg 


to much expense and a great deal of worry siBO© the day it , .had assnnied '' 
the paramomitcy of the " Sirhind Chiefs,^ It had to compenaate itself 
particularly in the absence of any direct tribute from the states. This' 
oould only he done by taking over these principalities whenever the direct ^ 
:Iine: of ©.wners: failed. ■ 

' Clerk, in a letter to Metcalfe, while dealing '.with the peth 
ion of Sardar Sarnp Singh of Bazidpur, on his claiming the Chief- 
ship of Jind, makes a masterly exposition of the considerations 
underlying the whole policy of lapse.^ 

I have mentioned the division of the Sikhs into two big 
sections...... the Manjha Sikhs and the Malwa Sikhs. Generally, the 

former lived in the country situated to the North of the Sutlej 
and latter to its South. But many of the Manjha Sikhs had 
established themselves to the South of the Sutlej® also and Clerk 
wished that their acquisitions should be treated differently from 
those of the Malwa Sikhs. H© wrote : ** Unquestionably their is 
an essential difference and it is this : that, whereas the Phulkians^ are 
the ancient cultivators, zemindars and latterly the proprietors of the 


1. Griffin puts the whole position in a nut-shell in one sentence; ** Was it through 
motives of humanity and benevolence alone that the Government assumed 
this inconvenient and odious charge, to save from the rapacity of Ranjit Siogh 
the Chiefs who had sought its protection p’* (The laws cf Inheritance to 
Chiefships, p, 77). 

2. Clerk to' Metcalfe, March 23, 1830, B. H. 82, L. H. 44. 

.3. H© observed : ** The remainder of these territories between the Sutiej and the 
Jumna, tinder the protection of the British Government are...... in the posses- 
sion of the Manjha Sikhs, who quitting their villages Horth of the Sutlej in 
confederacies, more or less numerous, according to the extent of ’ the con- 
quests contemplated on the South of the river, wrested from the Mohammadan 
authorities the lands they now possess, . . . . .*% (Ibid). 

4. Ol©?k calls Ifalwa Sikha this nawi©» , - . ■ ■ 
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landn they occupy, the remainder or generally speaking, the Manjlm 
Sikhs are those, who came sword in hand from the settlements 
north of the Sutlej and possessing themseWes of the authority over 
such places on this side of the river, they could conquer, thus 
established their dominions 'k He very strongly felt that this dis- 
tinction should guide the relations of the British Government with 
the Cis-Sutlej State* He accordingly tried to make a distinction in 
succession to the property or the estate of the two sections of the 
Sikhs ; Were the Phulkians to be regarded in their proper character 
as subject land holders or Taaluqedars or Tributary Rajas, and the 
Manjha Sikhs as the numerous members of association organized 
for the conquest of lands over a portion of which every individual, 
on the decline of Muhammadan power in the middle of the last 
century, established his right of sovereignty ; the former, while 
contributing a due share of their revenues to the support of the 
Supreme Government, would acquire in matters of inheritance every 
advantage of Jat latitude of customs and the transmission of their 
heirless estates, the power of consulting only their own opinions ; 
and the acquisitions of the latter would continue to be enjoyed 
by Sardars or Chiefs and their lineal descendants exempt from all 
tribute but liable to resumption by the Paramount Government in 
default of direct heirs and by ti) means subject to transfer to any 
other Sardar or Chiefs In other words, the Phulkian or the 

Maiwa Sikhs, in the event of paying tribute to the Supreme Govern- 
ment, were to possess the right of giving their estates even to 
distant relations ; but the South Manjha Sikhs could nave no such 
right and in the event of the* failure of lineal heirs, their estates 
could be resumed by the paramount state. But it should be noted 
here that none of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, whether belonging to the 


1. Clerk io Metcalfe, Marel^i , % 


.Ilaftflia or any ■ tribute to - the British ■ 

In the Article 2 of the Proclamation of 1809, they had been declared as 
exempted from all pecuniary tribute to the British Government/' 
For this reason, the distinction, pointed out by Clerk, was not accepted 
by the Supreme Government,^ in respect to escheats, as is clear from the 
following : — 

On the subject of our relations with the Sikh Chieftains, the 
Governor-General-in-Council is disposed entirely to agree with Sir 
Charles Metcalfe in thinking that we are not warranted in making any 
distinction between the Chiefs, whose ancestors were the ancient culti- 
vators or zamindars of the country and those descended from invaders 
from the north of the Sutlej. The Lieutenant-Governor observes firstly 
that both classes of Chiefs come under our protection under precisely the 

same circumstances at the same time and on the same terms^ Our 

right to pecuniary benefit from any connection with them, must be 
limited to the revenue of the land which may escheat to us as to the 
Supreme Power 

Clerk further developed his point by writing that the Phulkian 
rulers of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and Kaithal were the mal-guzars " of 
the Mughals who had to pay revenue to the Imperial Treasury and were 
punished for non-payment.® Later on, in the middle of the eighteenth 


L Aa remarked in Chapter II, Lawrence had emphatically declared that there was 
no difference between the practices of the lilanjha and Malwa Sikhs in inheri-' 
ance and succession. (B. N. 88A, p. 336). 

2* Quoted by Clerk in his letter to Thomason of .March 30, 1842, B. N, 88A, 

' ^ L, H.8. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, ■ March 23, 1836, B. -H. 82, L. N, 44. 

Clerk observes : ** Gajpat was a Taaluqtdar* If he neglected to pay 
revenue to the reigning Government, he was coerced and compelled to do so. 
On this account Bakshi Najifo Beg took him prisoner to Delhi, as in the 
reign of Mohammad Shah, hm Subedar at Sirhind captured for similar reason 
Ala Jat, the ancestor of Patiala Baja and on the same account Abdul Hamid 
Hhan, an officer of the Empire, sMssed the father of the present Chief of 
ICaithal> carried Mm to D^lhi anS hfm/f - ■ 


century, the Phulkian Chiefs disregarded the claim of supremacy 
o,dvai]cecl by the Mughal Government hut then it had become too weak 
to protect them. They then had to shift for themselves. This 
period came to an end in 1809 when they were brought formally under 
the control of the British Government ; since that time the British 
Government had been protecting them and can be said to have taktn the 
place of the Mughal Government, It, therefore, deserved to exercise the 
rights of a paramount power. Clerk wrote d “It would be difficult to 
discover in what respect the British Government has proved ineffectual 
for the protection of these states or in any other manner failed towards 
them so as to deprave it of any of these rights of supremacy exercised 
by its predecessor in virtue of which due contributions were hence drawn 
in support of the expenses of the state/" 

There were other states, said Clerk, which contributed, in 
proportion to their means, 'O the resources of the Supreme Government 
and in return received protection ; it was certainly unfair, that the 
Phulkians should contribute nothing but receive the same protection. 

Again, Clerk very strongly felt that the benefit of British rule 
should be extended to the people of the states whenever any chance 
arose. “ Nothing can be conceived as more opposed to the amelioration 
or more regardless of the choice and feelings of people— more remote 
from the policy which it is expedient here to pursue in respect to them, 
when opportunities arise for there release, to perpetuate on them that 
thraldom which they hold in great abhorrance,""^ 


1. Clerk to Metealfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. * 44. 
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Talking again abont the Manjlia Sikhs, Clerk said that they 
lid be most anxious to secure the permanency of their Chiefships, 
^ Aey had eonquered the lands they were occupying. But they knew 
" ' ' : they could not get the right of passing their Chief ships to their 
' men except by making some money payment to the Paramount 
\\ n Q They were completely indifferent in this maTer; therefore, it 
. the duty of the Supreme Government that it should not forego for 
C ; so many chances of introducing among the poeple of these terri- 
clisis 5s a better system of Government than that of the petty Sikh 
Talking of administration, he thought that the states of 
t Sikhs were not very much better. But in course of time, with 

iilil I* resources, they could be able to make improvement. 


I In regard to the right of assuming lapses, the position of the 
|ish Government was unambiguous and clear. Clerk quoted the 
rs of the Supreme Government dated April 15, 1820, in which the 
ernor-General-in-Council, was the more readily disposed to exercise 
right as Government bid not derive any compensation in the way 
dbute from the Sikh Chiefs or otherwise for the protection afforded 
rem and the expense incurred by it A As to the question of com- 
sation to be taken by the Supreme Government, Clerk thought that 
;e were two courses open to it ; either the Supreme Government 
dd take possession of the territory on the failure of heirs or receive 

t ed tribute. Against resumption, the points were the remoteness 
ich possession, their poverty, and their scattered position. More- 
, some of the lapsed estates were isolated among Sikh States and 
: management consequently entailed much trouble and solicitude. 


March 23, K H. 82, 


/ r' 'f,n| , y ' 


p: . ‘‘5 
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Bnt in favour of resumption,- the points were many the improvement 

in the condition of the people, the increase in their material happiness, 
and finally the check provided against misiule in the adjoining 
estate. 

In regard to a tribute scheme, Clerk said that the British 
Government had promised not to levy any tribute; if a change had 
to come it should come from the princes theroselves.i He was sure 
that it would be acceptable to “ the House of Phul then each of 
the Phulkian States would enter into separate treaties with the 
British Government which would acknowledge them as independent 
sovereigns in all other respects. What would be their position then ? 
By way of reply, Clerk wrote ; “ They would then occupy a higher 
position in the scale of Allies than they now stand in towards the 
British Government. And they would thereby be constituted the 
lords in perpetuity of that soil, of which under the paramountcy of 
the Mohammadan Empire, they were the cultivators.” The Manjha 
estates must, of course, continue to lapse to the Supreme 
Government, Clerk observing : “ The prospect of occasional lapses 
that must occur among so many petty proprietors may be held to be 
some compensation to the British Government for the expenses incurred 
in protecting them. And as the Sardars themselves are satisfied to 
be protected on these terms, there seems to be no good reason for 
revising the system.® 

Clerk then went on to explain how about four years earlier 
{about the year 1832 ) ® he was “ directed by the Secretary to the 


1. Clerk to Thomaaen, March 30, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. H. 8. 

8. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 

3. Clerk puts 1832 as the date when this inquiry was made but Griffin in « The 
Bajas of the Punjab ” (p. 330) says that it was made “four years before the 
death of the Baja” (Sangat Singh ofJind)— The Raja died in 1884 and 
therefore the date of inquiry comes to 1830; Obviously Clerk is correct as he 
made the inquiry himself. Further, this inquiry was instituted after the death 
of Jamiyat Singh of Thaneaar in Pecember IS?!, and so it could not haV^ b^ 
Italdinie^O. . 
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Governor-Genera! Jo' .ascertain if .the. principal .protected. Sikhs were 
willing to pa}- tribiite, on the understanding. - tliat, shook! they not do 
so, Government woiild continue to take advantage of all lapses as 
the mode of compensation in any dgree for the exp ense to which 
the estate is subjected by the extension of its protection over the 
countries lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna.^'' This inquiry 
was suggested because of the Thanesar estate of Jam^at Singh; who 
died without heirs, was considered to have lapsed to the Supreme 
Government. The princes were told of the alternative clearly and 
definitely, if they did not agree to accept the tribute scheme. It 
was hoped that the protected Chief would themselves be anxious 
to establish such relations with the British Government as might 
induce the latter to forego its title to lapses. For that purpose, the 
Political Agent held conversations with the confidential agents of 
Patiala, Nabha, Kaithal and Jind in the spirit in which it seemed 
to be the desire of the Governor-General that 'the subject should 
be discussed. He told them frankly that their masters were at full 
liberty to adopt the suggestion or reject it. He drew pointed atten- 
tion to the cases of Jind and Kaithal whose rulers were without 
issue.^ Had the rulers been possessed of a little foresight, they 
should have closed with the fair offer of the British Government 
and agreed to pay a tribute so that their states should have been 
guaranteed to them and their heirs. But they did not do so and 
thus lost a golden opportunity. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, ' 8%' 44*.'-;;^;: 

2. Talking about the rnlere of Kaithal and Jindr Clerk said : They were yoiatt^ 

certainly but so plunged in dissipation and debaucheries to afford little pros- 
pect of a long continuance of their lives. The latter is now dead. The demise 
of the former is expected as fee ean •pbtain ■ no relief from a^parlytie 
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The fotir rulers met at Dlioda, a village situated on their com- 
mon frontiers to discuss the matter. They informed Clerk of their 
intention of doing so, but did not give him any formal intimation 
of the result. Clerk wrote that two of the Chiefs and some of the 
ministers were in favour of revising their relations with the British. 
Government but their opinion was not accepted by others whose 
influence was at the time greater^ Clerk is perfectly right when he 
says about Chiefs ; They were Sikhs and in the true spirit of Sikh 
recklessness of the future, they counselled the countenance of the 
present easy terms, as far as the present was concerned. Later 
events, however, appear to have caused even the most unreflecting 
to regret that their advice on that occasion, led to the disregard of a 
scheme which, if adopted, might have averted tliat uncertainty in re- 
gard to the continuance of their sovereignties.*' It was only when the 
lapse of Jind was staring in the face of the Phulkian rulers that they 
thought that a treaty between them and the British Government, on 
the basis of a fixed tribute to be paid by the former, would have been 
fair and equitable. Later on, when Kaith al lapsed to the British 
Government, they must have repented all the more. But they were 
too late then. 


i. Clerk to Metcalte, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. •'4, 

Clerk talks of the two Chiefs who to wanted accept the British proposal of 
a tribute, but he does not say who they were, Similarly Griffin, in The 
Eajas of the Punjab ” (p. 330) does not mention any names. Clerk simply 
wrote thus : ** This however was a clear perception by two of th© Chiefs 
of th© future advantages of now revising their relations with the British 
Government, strengthened if not first awakened by the discernment of the 
most able of their ministers in attendance. But the opinions of the latter were 
over-ruled by th© others, whose influence was at the time greater**. 

In January 1836 (B. N. 82, L, N;, ill); there '-'was a rumour that Patiala 
wanted bo pay a tribute but nothing was heard of ib later. On December 26, 
1835, Bushby sent an extract from the Court of Directors demanding an 
account of the tribute levied Tr«m;ithe different chiefs ; under 'his control. 
(B. N» 35, L. N, 92). In reply ^-/Olerk declared' that bo tribute wm paid by any 
Cis-Sutlei Chief (B, N, 8fe, 1)* '''' ' ' ‘ ^ ; 


Having discussed the principles underlying the policy of lapse, 
I now turn to the estates and estate which partially or wholly escheated 
to the British Government. They w^ere: Thanesar, Lashkar-Khan-ki-Sarai, 
Sadaura, estates of Megh Singh of Buria and Chawla Siugli Jemeraya, 
Malik, Gadauli, Bubbeal, lira, Majra, Ferozepur and the two states 
Jind and KaithaL The Cis-Sutlej estates of Gaukpur and Mustafabad, 
and the Simla Hill States of Baghat and Jubbal were first taken over 
but later on restored to the claimants. I shall be dealing with Thanesar, 
Ferozepur, Jind, Kaithal, Baghat and Jubbal in this chapter, while 
the treatment of others would be found as Appendix to this Chapter 
at the end.^ 

(i) Thanesar. 

This estate was originally conquered by Mit Singh. On his 
death it was divided between his nephew, Bhag Singh and Bhanga 
Singh. The former, inspite of his being the elder brother, got only 
two-fifths as his share, while the other secured the remaining three- 
fifths. 

Bhanga Singh was followed by his son, Fateh Singh, who died 
in 1819. At his death, his mother, Mai Jiaii, assumed the Chiefship. 
Later on, having become old, she devolved it on her two daughter-in- 
law Chand Kunwar and Rup Kunwar — who were confirmed in the 
possession of the estate on the Mai Jian, on June 10, 1836. 


1, Haas© me pageB...... ■ ■ • , 

2. This case has been disoussed in Chapter II the monograph*, 

See, Clerk to Fraser, May 14, 1832, B. H.'78, L. N, 23. 

Clerk to Martin, December 18, 1831, B. N. 77, L, N. 114. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, June IS, 1826, L. N. 105. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, July 15, 1836, B, -Mvae, L* 56. 
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Bhag Singh had four sons— Mehtab Singh, Giilab Singh, Punjab 
Singh and Baz Singh. He was succeeded by the eldest Mehtab Singh, 
on whose death his widow Rattan Knnwar tried to secure the Chiefship, 
But she ' was deposed, after a brief struggle, by the second brother, 
Gulab Singh. He was the Chief of Thanesar at the time of the first 
con trol of the British Grovernment,^ He died in 1822 and was succeeded 
by Ms only surviving brother Punjab Singh, as Baz Singh had died 
leaving a son, Jamiyat Singh Punjab Singh held the : Chiefship till 
1823 only ; at his death Jamiyat Singh became the Chief of Thanesar.^ 
He died in December 1831, at the young age of twenty-five.* 

Clerk, reportin g Ms death, to the Resident, stated that he had 
died childless leaving two widows, one of whom was stated to be preg- 
nant* She was the first wife. Clerk thought that it would be just and 
proper to admit the widow of Jamiyat Singh to the management of the 
estate, and, should she not produce a son, to the CMefship.^ Clerk, in 
his suggestion, was being guided by the example of Mai Jian, the ruler 


1, Clerk to Fraser, M ay 14, 1832, B. N, 78, L, N. 23* 

2. Murray, in a letter to Hawkins, the Resident, painted a very black picture of 

Jamiyat Singh* He observed : Jamiyat Singh may be characterised as a 
reckless and furious person, totally void of all feelings of humanity, senseless to 
©very idea of right and wrong and generally in a state of inebriety **• The re- 
lations between him and Mai Jian, the other holder of Thanesar estate were so 
bad that his share in the city of Thanesar was made over to t&he Mai, who gave 
Mm osrtain other villages. in exchange.- He was also said- '..to ■ have .murdered a ■ 
boy of twelve years and was living a very dissolute life (B* H. 76, L* M. 131, 
October 16, 1830). 

X Elliott to Murray, February 16, 1824, B. N* 24, L. H. 27. 

4. Clerk to Martaia, December 18, 1831, B. H*. 77, b* 114. 

5. Clerk says : For whatever doubts may exist regarding ,the rights of widow 
claimant where collateral heirs are 'to be found, the Sikh ,cufltoina ' 

ably prescribe such, suceession to^Cld^iip.m default of Hhm. IWd| ' ' ' 


of ■tiiree-fifths of Tiianesar, In the event of the son being born, she was 
to be allowed to act as regent . dnrmg the mmority, subject in some 
degree io tlie aiitliority of Mai Jian, : whose arlministration was of a very- 
high order. ■ 

Adverting to the customs 'prevailing in the family of Thanesar 
which was a Chiefship of the Manjha Sikhs, Clerk observed : ** There is 
a rwle of iiiheritancc in the Thaiiesar family that is peculiar to them as 
.Manjlm Siidis, for 'it is in fact-: the distinguishing law of inheritance pre- 
vailing,' among' 'those of the flou'se'; of Pbuh This is the ackiiowledgement - 
of exeinsive, rights. of prlmo-geniture and the consequent . isoii-snbdivision 
,of the, patriinonial possessions ;among' -brothers."'^ , .That was , why he had 
take-E'tha iiljerfcy,;tO:,,sn.g.ge-st the nomination of the ; elde.r'.^ widow to , ^the,". 
.Sardarljpresuoiing '-Government;-. might ad,mit the , expediency-, of " preser.v- 
iog the os-tate entire., .Finally,. Clerk ^-added that, .if, she did -iio.t ''produce,' 
the child, the estate might become an escheat to the Supreme Govern- 
ment on her death. 

Martin, the Resident, replying,^ quoted the orders of the Secre- 
■'tary ,,.. at,: .Calcutta, who. had; remarked : ‘‘ , .,The- deceaBe,d ' having, „d,ied ■ 
leaving two widows, where of the elder is enceinte it will be neces- 
aiy 'to consider the ys,uceessi in'''abey'asce: unless. Tt, shall be h,scertained' 
whether a son is forthcoming to claim the inheritance. 


L This anomaly had also been observed' by Murray wh© had pointed out how 
Bhag Singh was succeeded by his -eldest' -son, Mebtab Singh, while the other 
* sons received small Tagirs for' their maintenance. ■ 

2. Martin to Clerk, 
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Meanwhile Clerk received a n'timber of applications from widow 
claimants. The first to represent her case was Prem Knnwar^ widow 
of Punjab Singh, uncle and predecessor of Jamiyat Singh. Biitj, as 
Clerk pointed out, Murray had discussed her claims and rejected thenij 
when she had claimed to Inherit the estate after the death of her hus- 
bancld More appii( 3 ations followed until the elder widow of Jamiyat 
Singhj who 'was pregnant, was delivered of a stlll-bom chixl.^ As Jamlyat 
Singh had left no child or brother, other widows also came tor^Tard 
with iiieir clainns, Among these were Rap Knnwar, widow of Gulab 
Singh, Rattan Kim war, widow of Mehtab Singh, Naiid Kioiwar, widow 
of Eaz Siogh and the mother of Jamiyat Singh and Kham Kaiir, widow 
of Jam!) at Singh. All widows had fixed provisions ; for example, 
Rattan Ktinwnr enjoyed a grant of Ra. 8000 a ^ear, others were also in 
receipt of , alio wane 3 , though not on such a liberal scale. In fact, out 
of the annual income of Rs. ' 35000 of Bliag Singh’s estate, about 
Rs. 1700:) were allotted to the widows of his suooessessors. Clerk’s view 
was that if Thanesar were to .be treated as private property, instead of 
Chiefship, the widow and mother of Jamiyat Singh would have the best 
claim, ; in fact, they would be entitled to divide the inheritance between 
them$e.lves. . But that being not possible, he recommended that the 
widows and mother of Jamiyat Singh be granted provision, like other 
widows, while the Chiefship itself ‘‘ be considered to have lapsed and 
the British Government be declared the successor to this portion of 
Thain aar, til© entire lands of which yielding a lakh of rupees par 
annum must now escheat for want of heirs m these several females 
decease.”® 


Colebrooke to Murray, November '22, IS27, B. N. 27 L. N, 277. 


Murray to Oolebrooke, April 12,1828, B. N. 75, L. N. 58, 

Oolebrooke to Murray, April 15, 1828, B. N. 28, B. N* 80. 

Clerk to Martin, January 0, 1832, B. K., 78,B* N. 3. , ^ V- 

2. Clerk to Fraser. May 14, 1832, B- N.-7S, 23. ' • ’ 


3. Ibid, 


: ''.y. 'I,,, J/' 
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■^■Tbe iirders , of Government/ con'reyed ' to' Clerk in ''Qcto^ 

: , w consideration of all the circnmstaiices of " the 

case, His Honoiir in Gonncil disposed to adopt that. in consequence 

of , the failure of heirs male, the ■ Chiefship escheats: to the' British 
"Govemment as the. Paramount power. It appeared to, the Vice-- 
President-in- Council to be, , clear that the Chiefship did not . belong to 
other party and that tinder an equal' division, :'of the territory among the 
four claimants, the ■ Chiefship would be abolished or rather that/ 
British Government' ■ would have to exercise the duties of Chief without' 
any resource to meet the necessary expense on that account/" The 
Vice-President in Council therefore, conceived that the widows of the 
last Chief should be allowed a provision out of the revenues of the 
estate, equal to the highest amount received by any of the widows of 
the former Chiefs but the estate was to escheat to Government. 

In regard to the estate of Jamiyat Singh, Clerk stated that it 
comprised twenty eight villages including a portion of the town of 
Thanesar. The villages held fay the widows of the former Chiefs, 
could only be resumed at the death of the holders and not before. 
Considerable grants had been made In charity to the aged and the poor 
as Thanesar was a place of sanctity, and Clerk wanted Government's 
instructions in the matter.® The Sardar had left little personal property 
except horses and cattle. The widows, like those of Jamiyat Singh’s 


Fraser to Clerk, October 24, 1832, B, N. 32, L. N. 99. 

SwintoB to Macnaghten, October I, 1832, B. H. 32, p. 367*69. 

This letter of Swinton, Chief Secretary to Government of India dated 
October 1, 1832, is also quoted by Clerk in his letter to Metcalfe, June 4, 1835 

In a letter of August 6, 1^3, Clerk'' again appealed to Government to 
decide speedily all matters relating to administration and revenue of Thanesar. 
(B, N. 1% L* H. 67h Earlier be had -written that, owing to the mis^rule oi the 
late Chiefs and the consequent suffering of the people, the management of 
’ Thanesar took a good deal of his time/ /(B* H. 79, LL. H. 23 ^nd 26), ■ 
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iiBckij were to be given provision 'in land as they were not willing to 
accept even a higher provision in money.^ ' Clerk discharged the expen- 
sive establishment kept by the Sardar., 

" , The widows of Jamiyat Singh petitioned Fraser praying him to 
ask Clerk to stop the sale of the personal property of their husband, 
pleading that other widows were still -enjoying the personal property 
left by their husbands. Fraser directed Clerk to suspend the sale.^ In 
another letter of the same date, he made three queries from Clerk®: — 
(i) What amounts of pension were enjoyed by the widows of the 
former Chiefs respectively ? (ii) Whether on the death of the elder 

brothers of Jamiyat Singh, their personal property devolved on the 

Chiefs who succeeded them or was placed in the possession of their 
widows, (Hi) Whether the latter continued to reside in the houses 
formerly occupied by their husbands. 

Clerk's reply ^ to both letters was that the sale of the pro- 
perty of late Jamiyat Singh could not be stopped because his first 
letter had arrived late. He admitted that some personal property 
had been sold off but only to meet Ms debts, that the entire sale 
amounted to Hs. 2100 and that he had paid due regard to the 

reasonable claims of the widows who were given the possession of 

gold and silver ornaments, etc. He also submitted the amount of 


L As Clerk said ? ** They prefer their consequence to their comfort,*' 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December IS, 1832, 32, D* H, 122, 

3* Fraser to Clerk, .December IS, 1832, 32, L, N. 124* 

4. Clerk to Fraser, December 18, 1832, D, K, ^ 84. ■ 

Clerk to Fraser^ December 27, 1832, B, H* 87*^ . ^ • 


imi 

Jagirs^-^enjoyed ' ^b former . Sardarnis of. Tiianesar.^ 

in reg%rd to the second' .qneryj'-iliat- Jamiyat Singli bad no brothers 
\biit' ..was'; ^preceded in the Cbiefship by his fhree.. ';B.ncies.«;;v. .Of; 
the '.eldest ' died previous to '1809..;' on - the death of . the next' 
' Chief* ;:€Blab Singh* ail 'his .persoii.al propeity* ' except horses^ ^ 
elephant ■, was given ta his widows ; horses and elephauts* appertaining 
to the Chiefship, descended to' his successor Punjab Singh ; on his 
death, the same passed to Jamiyat Singli. ''To the t'hird query. 
Clerk replied that all the widows resided In the villages allotted 
to them. 

; ... Clerk'' 'inade fu'rther '-inqiiiries^' into the sale of. ..Jami 5 rat. 
Singh’s personal 'effects; and stated' -that" it took' place 'a.!)' Thaiiesar* 
and' : was : c 0 Bdi 2 .€ted ' by the '- Dandi*". 'who' always . coiidiieted. such 
sales* Things were sold at a' fait" ' price ; some of them fetched 
more than their ' value* especially - horses and guns. The Sardarnis 
had made a false complaint, Clerk forther said that horses, 
elephants and guns were the appurtenances of the Sardari. They 
had been considered so by Ochterlony also. Money realized was 
paid to liquidate the debts of the late Chief, and C lerk quoted the 


1. Clerk gave the foiiowiug figures ; — 

■. ^ y 'EupeeB.i, 

Village Pebkari held by Ohaud Kunwar* widew of Bliag Sidgh. ... 300 

Bor© and other lauds held by Kattan Kunwar, widow of Mehtab 

Singh, (subsequently married to Gulab Singh). ... 50 O 

Guiabgarh* held by Rup Kuuwar,' Mehtab Singh’s other widow. ... 100 

luueisur held by Sahib Kuu war, ,Gulab Siugli’a widow, ...1000 

Bunana hal'd by Rup Kunwar, Gulab Singh’s other widow. ... 600' 

Churri held by Battau,Kunwar, Punjab Singh’s widow. ..700 

■ longa Khsri held by Pram-, Kuawar, • Punjab Singh’s other widow. . . . 600 

% ' Clerk to Fraser, May % imt, 30, . . , ^ ^ 
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example of Dya Kaiiwar of Jagadbari, whose debts were cleared 
out of the revciiues of the lapsed lands. Clerk added satirically 
that it had not occurred to Mm that in succeeding to the estate 
of a deceased Chief, Government would feel itself absolved, from 
the ■ Imhility of paying off his debts. 

Clerk went on to say that the Sardarnis were not prepared 
to take charge of the cattle, which Fraser wanted to be glv«-ii to 
them. They insisted that they should be restored to the whole 
estate. They claimed many shops,' houses gardens, etc, • which Clerk 
could not trace. He, therefore,- asked Fraser to depute - the agents'* 
of thc-^- Sardarnis to Ambaia to state where and what the purchased 
property io land was, which they would lay claim tod Olrrk added 
that the Sardarnis had never before brought forward such a claim 
as had been advanced on their part by their agents at Delhi. 
When he questioned the family vakil, stationed at Ambaia, he 
denied all knowledge of any such purchases made by Jamiyat Ringh. 
The Sardarnis were so greatly offended that they refused to accept 
the provision of certain villages granted to them by Government*^ 
But Thanesar was not given to them and unlike the bigger half, 
was taken over by the British Government, 


1. Their Yakil— Imam Bakfih — was at Delhi In August. (B. H* tt, L, H, 67).. 

2. Olerk to Fraser, August '6, 1831, B* H. ,76, t .-N* 67* 

It has not been possible to find any thing more about the 
Sardarnis but they would have ultimately accepted the provision and reconciled 
themselves to uhe escheat. Their . grouse was well— founded as in the 
other half, .widows wer©' ruling* The reaso n of 'thisebange df 'policy was 

Government’s disliis^ rf the fem^e 
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(2) The Estate ©fFerozepiir.-, 

1835,^ Clerk reported the demise of SardarEi Laeh- 
man „ kuawar . of ' Ferozepur. In eompliance witk a suggestion from, 
Wade, , he Md deferred tak!^^^ measure for the 'occupation of ' this 
small^^b^ than hy .deputing a native officer; to 

superintend ;its ■ ' adminis'tratioii until the- orderS' of Goverment* ; V 

The place being of strategic importance had- been under the eye 
both -of ' the: : British and. Maharaja ' Ranjit Singh.^ The 
latter had advanced a claim to his supremacy over Ferozepur even 
earlier, but it had been i ejected by Government.® The lapse of 
Ferozepur was now deferred in deference to the wishes of the Maha- 
raja;^ Wade being of opinion ‘‘that it will be only showing a proper 
respect to the feelings of the Lahore authorities to postpone the 
formal occupation of the territory, until the receipt of the orders 
of the Government/' 



1. Clerk to Mttcalfe, October 4, 1835, B.N.81, L.N.109- 


It u interesting to note that in 1 828 Mai Lachhman kiin war had ex- 
pressed a desire to exchange Ferozepur for lands in Buria, but Government 

had declined to accept the suggestion. 

Colebrooke to Murray, June 5, B. H. 28, L,H., 128* 

2* 'Murray had observed s The post of Ferozepur from every point of view seems 
of the ^ highest- importance to the British Go vernmet, whether as’-a eheck on 
the growing ambition of Lahore or as a post of consequence**. 

4 Clerk to Metoalfe, 'October 4, SI, Umim, 
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Cn Koveniirer 21, 1835,1 Sfetcalfe sent to Clerk a copy of ades- 
froni the officiating Secretary, Agra Government, in which it was 
mentioned that the Supreme Government bad decided to place the 
management of the lapsed territGry under Wade, the Agent at 
LudMana.^ 

In 183S, Jhanda Singh and Chanda Singh, the nephews of Dlianna 
Singh, the husband of Mai Lachhman Kunwar brought forward their claims 
for the Chiefship of Ferozepur.^ Already, their elder brother's --Bag hel 
Singh's— claim had been rejected ; hence their claims could not be con- 

L Metcalfe to Cierk, November 21, 1835, B, N. 35, L. N. 81. 

Scott to Metcalfe, November 16, 1835, B. N, 35. p. 689. 

The SarJaroi bad made repeated complaints against the conduct of 
Lahore Authorities to the Political Agent, Ambala. 

In 1828, Maharaja Banjit Singh had removed the complaining of Sardarni* 
on^ Murray*® • taking inteiJdst in tho' maiti^r iB.N 'L. N. 1 »^) 

See Murray to Colebrooke, March 1, 1828, B. N* .76, L. N. 26* 

Murray to Hawkins, October 24, 1829, B. N. 76, L. N. 90. 

Murray to W'ade, August 6, 1830, B. N. 76, L. H, 286. 

2. There are two letters written by Wade in 1836, which tell us sometbing 
about Maharaja Banjit Singh’s attitude towards this lapse. For exampie, 
when Wade sent Mackeson to apprise him of the annexation, the Maharaja 
said that the occupation of a place so near h.ia capital was disagreeable to him 
although later on he apparently abandoned his position (B. N. 142, L. N. 27). 
Writing a month later, Wade reported the death of Baghei Singh, the pre- 
tender to FerozepuF;; whose claims were being supported by Banjit Singh. 
Wade added that the Lahore Sardars were trying to persuade the Maharaja 
that the British occupation of Ferozepur was likely to prove injurious to his 
interests. He concluded ; ..but he is abl^ to view the subject in its true 
light and feeling assured that there is little use in attempting , to divert our 
Government from the claim of supremacy which we have Ipng advanced to 
a place, the possession of which is known to be an object of some interest to 
us”. (B.,Na42. L.N. 33.K 

3. Metcalfe to' Clerk, July -16^ 1808, B.'-N.’'-38, Li N. 36* ' ' ' 

Ferozepur was conquered by Sardar Gurbakah Singh who gave it to 
his second son Dhanna Singh* In 1818, he died and was succeeded by his 
widow, Lachhman Kunwar, who died on September .28, 'l§35* In ^^1820, 
Baghei Singh, the nephew of Bhiai^a Singh, ^seized ^ Ferozeppr, 'l»u| the 
British Government forced him^^,tj<|giye^ the conquered t^rritpiy'* ;Hath®n 
claisried the Chiefship but his elai^ wasj©i^tf d ^hy ’the^Bj^itish .government* 
Now his younger brothers— JThanda Singh oad CJbafida i^i^ghp^^tevlyOd >heir 
claims, Baghei Singh having died in, 1836, ' ' ’ ' '' ' 


■ ■ ,.u- ^ ' 

^i'dered' favoiirabfy: On Angu;sl 10, ■ 1838/' Metc^ Qerk' 't© 

forward all the relevant orders relating to Bagtei Singh's daim. 


On Angus-t 2-1,. i838y3 Metcalfe- again wrote to Clerk that he- could 
not discover any proof that Bagh >1 Singh's claim had ever been' brought 
to the notice of Government although the despatch ef Macnaghten and 
his own letter of August 10^ led one to sirppose that the question 
had been finally disposed of *'and coasequ'ently the grounds of the 
Government's decision,, disallowing the claims of Baghel Singh, are 
now applicable to those now advaniced bj his sons'—Jhanda Singh 
and Chanda Singh,^"' 

' , - It was oo Becenther 5, 183S,'*Vfhat Metcalfe forvvarded tO' 
Clerk a copy of Macnaghtea's letter dated November 24, 1838, 
which finally disposed of the claims advanced by Jhanda Singh 
and Chanda Singh. After describing their right to inherit 'dn no 
way admissible''^ it went On to elucidate the point as follows ; — 
'‘The claimants are descendants of Dtina Singh, to whom his father, 
Gurbaksh Singh assigned possessions on the Northern bank of the 
Sutle}, making over to his second son Dlxanna Siagh, Feros^epur and its 


1,. jMetealf® 44. . 

Metea fe 9X90 seat aa extract of a letter from Secretary Torrens to 
Captain Wade, in which it was stated that the claim of Baghel Singh had 
be«n disallowed by Government after due consideration and that the 
Governor-General was anxious to find whether any new circumstances had 
been brought to light which should alter the view then taken of the case 
(B*H. S 8 , p. mh . 


% Metcalf© to Clerk, B. N. 3g, L. N. &V 


Meteaif© described Jhanda Singh and -Chanda Siagh. as the.softa of Bhage! 
Singh, hut they were hi© youngef brobhera and like Bighel Singh c he nephew i 
nf Dhaim% pngh« 


4 . 


Metcalf© t©' Clerk, Becember ISSl B. H, 38. L. 

Macnaghten *0 Metcalfe, Hdvember 24, 1838, B. N. 38, p 39^3. ’’ 

' Metcaffe'to Clerk, September It, -1838, B.-K, 38, B. K. 62, 

' Macnaghten to Metcalfe, Septemherl'/’ISSS, " B, N. 38, p, 202. _ 

Macnaghten referred I 0 the „ letter • ©f Wade of May ; 
'■ cokt’ihuhieatlon to Melcalfe. 


ii36. in M» 
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hn-ds as a separate allotment, and a distinct >enure thus constituting, 
according to the Eindu Law and SMi customs, two separate and dis- 
tinct families. 

On Dhann* Singh’s death, this separated portion of Gurbaksh 
Singh’s acquisitions came into the possession of his wife Lachhman 
Kaur and on her decease lapsed to the British Government. The nephews- 
«f Dhann* Singh have clearly no right to the separated property of 
their uncle and their claim is disallowed accordingly,” Thus Ferozepur 
passed into , British handsd 


le Lawrence-also jreferiwci tio the escheat of-Feroaepur m his, Keport ea Kaithal 
ia jnstifyiog the lapse of the latter. la this oonaeotion^ he remarked s The 
estate of Ferozepiir«.....wa8 resumed.. ....though a uephew of the last Chief 

claimed it and though.. ...there are brothers of the late Chief JDhanna Singh 

alive to this day in the Punjabj, the grounds of eseheat being that tho Sikh 
conqueror of Ferozepur bad during his life-time and before the date of 
British supermaoy divided his estate among hi# five sons giving Ferozepur 
to Dfaanna Singh on whose death accordingly his widow Lachhman Kaur 
was allowed to succeed, and although during her absence on pilgrimage for 
two or thro© years, her husband’s nephew Bagbel Singh gained admittance 
and held the territory till her return, when forced by the British and Labor# 
Governments to yield it up to the widow who held it till her death, when the 
British Government took possession **. B, N. 88A, p, 340. 

Undoubtedly, the decision in Ferozepur case was due to i^s strategic 
value Cunningham remark^ed in a foptnote * ‘f .... ..Government subsequently 

decided,*.. .that certain collateral heir# could not succeed, according to 

Hindu Law and Sikh usage* no right of descent existed after a division had 
taken place. So uncertain, , however. Is the practice of the ' Baglish, that 
one or more precedents in -favour of the Feiozepur' claimants, might feadily 
be found- within the range of cases connected with the Sikh states,** (p, 144). 

Griffin also observed I '** If Sardar iarup Singh of" Bazidpur, a second 
, eouiin of Baja Sangat Singhs was hi^d’td have any title lO'dSad, if'do## 
not ap]^r on What grounds the - claim' of the' nephew#'' . of the ChW of 
^^rorepur was disallowed. The o»ly:''^*ipt4ii«f»ctery explanation appeard^o he 
that... . ...Ferozepur wea a position which they - had' long ‘ to ■ ^ m 

militaiy post/* < ^ * is, 'f-j , 

. ■ • ' '■ 

The Lmm of Ihherivance to • Oldefehipi^ 


Perhaps the most interesting case which, occurred during the 
period of Clerk's agency was that of Jind, bading to its partial lapse 
and the succession of a collalseraL^ 

In Clerk’s days, Raja Sangat Singh was ruling Jind, having 
succeeded his father, Raja Fateh Singh on February 3, J832. He 
being then only eleven years old, his mother, Mai Sahib Kunwar, had 
acted as Regent*^ 

As he grew up, he did not prove to be a good ruler. His 
oppressive rule greatly annoyed the English authorities. In 1832, 
Clerk had to write to Fraser about the mal-administration prevailing in 
Jind in order to secure his support to the protest he was forwarding to 
the^Raja.® He considered Jind as the worst of the ill -managed states. 

Another case of dis-satisf action aginst Raja Sangat Singh was 
his friendship With Maharaja Ranjit Singh, who was very fond of him. 
It was unpalatable to British officials that a Ci«-Sutiej Chief, under 
their protection should pay frequent visits to himA But that could not 
be helped. After all, the Maharaja was his relative, being the son of 
Raj 'Kaur, sister of Raja Bhag Singh, the grand-father of Sangat 
Singh. 


1. For the pbrpos© of clearly understandihg the case, one should b© familiar with 
the genesological ^able of the Jind House given in Appendix II to Chapter III, 
‘page...... 

Um& Febttitey m K; > m, 

• to April %h 

Sv Clerk to Fraser, May 28, 1832, B. N. 78, H, 27/ 

' ' . > , , . * -.rV 'V. . ' 1 • I' x 

4. '•''€k)V©fpra©iitdld aot- wen' liket^s cporrespoipdspof , with .the^ Ruler of 

■ Chiefs had.-itJheir FuM^r-atethe pkh Court . 
' ' fely 12^? I829**^had stated that had 

to {keep 

of all negotiationa between their masters and the ruler of Iia'heiew 7^# 

li. B, 4^4 





On Octoter 25, 1834, Clerk reported to Fraser that Sangat 
Singh had gone again to Lahore, as he had been invited to join the 
Dussehra c'elebnitions there— atlea^t that was what his agent had told 
Clerk ^ The Raja iiimseii had written, informing him of the proposed 
'visit only six days bdfore the festival while Clerk had -received -it when 
only four day ^ had been Wade, the Agent at Ludhiana, had not 

as yet been apprised of the visit that Sangat Singh contemplated 
■paying, nor had he been aware of aay’Wish on the the part of Ran] it 
Singh to receive Sangat Singh. Again, the Vakil d! Lahore had met 
Clerk and it was obvious from the expression made use of by the Vakil 
that there was little ioclination on the Maharaja's part to see Raja 
Sangat Singh at his court ; and that certainly he had then expressed no 
such desire.^ Clerk believed that the state suffered from neglect because 
the Raja did. not pay any attention to its affairs. Moreover, his demean* 
’'Our was considered $0 objectionable by Clerk that he had thought it 
proper to bring it to the notice ct Government** 


It was while returning irom this visit to Lahore that death came 
to Sangat Singh on November 3, 1834, at Basla.^ He was then twenty- 
three only, but a debauched life had undermined . his health. He died 
iissueless and alsohad no, brother. :Hrs paternal relations were the descen- 
dents of Bhup Singh, third son of Raja Gajpat Singh and the yotnger 
brother of Raja Bbag Singh. Bhag Singh was the second son and 


1. Oefk %o Frasep, O&tob^ 25, 1834, B. N. 80, L. H. 182. 

2, The Raja had writtem Maliairaja had ’seat a wirVaiil/ “for that 

• purpose. 

•3. '€Jerk fai|e4to appreciate the regard which Eaajit Singh had for Sangat Singh, 
As is well ^|£nowa,y the latter ^was i^reseat in the fati^ir^ssaite in 'the^'famotis 
ilup« Interview ef October 1831. \ ’ ' " ' 

• Clerk ^ te' Frase®, KoVemfeer '0, '1884,'' 'B. N.'SO, Li 105. ■ ' •t- 
■ 'Wwia t. N,; 63. ' " 

fie was in ^ood health a day- hefore-'^but' iktoxteai;el aii 'dSUat iu 
the evening, fo 

of feeling nnweil. He was then at Basis and was advised to return to 8angrur. 
He set oat but expire# before* he 


.r'of Gajpat Singli- and the...graHd-father of tBe deceased. BJitip 
■ g'd . BadrtikkB and .seven , .dependent villages^, 

;%lii€h were portion of Ibe Jkid tenitorf;^ • 

^r... ■:...Oerfe..addressin§ a t# Mai SaMb „Kimwar,. 

Sangat Singes motliery told ker “ that the administration of the affairs 
of Jind will eontinne with her nntih the ' msIniGtions of, 'the Siipreme- 
GovernmeBt may be received..*'' As sbeh:id conducted the administra-' 
tion once before during her son's minority, Clerk apprehended no incove- 
'^Bienee- ' to the state. fromdhis management.* 

/ The orders of Government to* whom^- the case had/ been, referred 
•were : conveyed in 1835/ ■ and were The Right 

Honourabit the Governor-General of India In CcmnciT has been pleased 

to direct that the descendants of Bhup Singh have been provided. 

for by a separate portion of the Jind territory, they have no just 
claims for the Ghiefship. 

Whether or hot the widows of the deceased Raja are entitled 
to a life interest is in the opinion of the Governor-GeneraL a point for 
eonrideratxon— the Rani-mother may be continued in the mianagement 
''aS':at present. ,:■■■//;;/ 

Should the claims set tip by the widows be disallowed, the whole 
of the Chiefship will be sequestrated on account of Government and it 


L Bfeop Singh bad got two ^ons ; Karam .Singh, the elder, who died In l$t1 ; 
.Bassaws Singh, lb© y conger, who died in' iSSO. Karsm Singh bad one ion — 
iwnP'Singhj Bassawa Singh had two sons— Sukha Singh and Bhag wan Singh. 
Ab wa shall me both Ssrtip Singh a«d Sakha Singh put forward their elaimsi, 


Sangat Singh’s two , nneles, Fartab : Singh and Mehtab Singh had died 
'fn ISie, without heirs I only 'the former had left a , widow^ Bkagbhari, who 
also .elaimed, the , dind *,gaddi% ' , . . ^ 


2. Clerk to FmeOr, Hovemher ,®^ ilg4, IM. ; 


' 


3. Vtemm to Glwk,. F.fenMiy.S, Wi, % ^ i. 


Biewotwry to Aigwi OpvemBwnt to Motoalfe. Stmwfty «1, 1^6, B. N. U. p. 49-50. 






WlUthen open'to, ,]Sah«^raja Ranjit Singh to put iii' .liis claim to &tif 
^estates ’which he ' ra,ay MmsMf iia=^e '.cofif erred upon the t aitiily, *'* ” ’ ■ 


'The refer^^ce to grants made hy Rahji' Singh to ^he Jiad 
family was -'dae to the ^claims wMch the Maharaja had made 
through Wade,. -who was iucharge of his Gis-Smtlej relations^ Wade 
’wrote 'E letter 'to 'Cleric relating to the ■ above grants and also 
suggested tlmt Sangat Singh^'s '-death ofiered a good opportunity for 
'negotiating the cession of Ludhi^jna, which belonged to Jind, Clerk 
replied that the consideration of the former should be deferred ** until 
it is known that the Maharaja really intends to claim certain Parganas 
now belonging to Jind'^h iterk had been opposed to , grants by the 
Maharaja o^ principle and observed how the British Government 
had always -shown itself decidedly opposed to grants being confer- 
red by the Mahiraja upon the Chief under its control on terms in- 
wmpEtible with their entire dependence on the former^. 

According to Clerk it would be vain for the Maharaja ‘'"to ad- 
■vance a claim to the allegiance’ and, service of the Protected state 
t)f Jind, und if so, he will also be sensible of the inconsistency 
of assuming a right to resume lands, the possessors of Which stood 
in a position towards British Government that totally precludes 
them from the performance or even the acknowledgment of any 
of the duties of submission to another/'* In other words, Clerk de*- 
nied the right of Raiijit Singh to resume the grants he had made 


curie py W&dB, Kovewber 1E34, B. mM, h. N. 25t . 

BMijit Singh olaitned alt th© esbates granted to 1‘iad from the of 

Baja Bhag Singh which meant Ludhiana, Bias, Mo-rinda, etc*, granted' before 
I8W and Salwara, • 'Talwandi, moiety of 'Mudfei and Ohyaipnr, bestowed 
after ISCt. ^ 

He referred to the ease of DheSaa Slngl/s iamds' in 181)1 When the Stijprett# 
' Goiwramsat had ohj6<?ted to such grants being inade by the Maharaja malws 
fee made them ** without reservation of Service and.aUegiainoe • 

Clerk to Wade, November 25, i$U, B* N. ml. ' . " ' ; ‘ ' , ' ; ^ 

Wade to Clerk, November 15, 1834, 3# 101,. L* N- 




'c#i 






to' tlie Jimd family^,. But that was^- not the view of- the' Siipreim* 
Government-. 

, Regarding ' : 'the' cessiou ,of\ ' BmiMatta, , he' agreed-. wi& 
the time was opportune to get its cessio.n if , that ■ noi-p 
sible to‘ negotiate . its cession-o-m ■ the basis ' of. a.ii. exchange uf 
territory.. He desired to give -some .lands situated between the Sutlej; 
and . the’ Jumna,, out of the escheated estates, in lieu of the 
lands around the town of Ludhiana,, including the land of the; 
English cantonment, so as to make their position less embarassing 
and anomalous"'^.- Clerk also wrote to Fraser to that effect and. 
referred him to the letter of Wade who had pointed out a mode. 
of reconciling the Jind- authorities to the cession of Lmlhiana. 


Was also the ebateaijion oi Mairray Writing on^ J'une 1828 Murray* 
drew the Resident’s- attentien to the grant of certain- villages south of the- 
Sutlej by Kanjit Singh to the ruler for which the letter agreed to 

pay tribute. According to him, this arra&gcment was not fair to the British 
Oovernmentv under whose protectirir the* Baja of Jmd was. (B* 76,, 

i-i. IST, 109). Se also Wrote to the Bafa of Jind to- the samie effect, pointing 
out the sehse of impropriety of his condtiet (B*. K. 7S, L IST* 167)* 

It should he abded here that 600 rtrpees per mensem were paid by the Govern- 
ment to the ifind Bufer for th!e occupation of L-odbiana by* the British? 
Government. (B. le.L. K..21). 

In December 1836, Metcalfe forwarded copies of correspondenc© 
€ 3 £chaiiged between Wade and Supreme Government. Wade had desired that 
the ancestral portion of Jind should he placed under Cleric, but the granted 
portion of the state shoi^^id be managed by him, as it would allay the 
leeltn# and' prejudices of^pjit Singh. _Government authorised Wad© 

to be in charge of Ludhiana and ita4op6ndent 46 villages while Ranjit Singh 
was to be informed that he would be placed in possession of the territory to 
■which he cOTld prove his right. 

Metcalfe to €ji©rk> December 10# 1836, B*. N, ^6, 

%ott to Metcalfe, November 26, 1836, B. H. 35, p. 

Macnaghtento Scoii HoVembel 19/ 35^ p> 71';^ 

Wade'to MaonaghtA/B* H. 

Maenaghtcn to Wade, October 19,'1B35|,B. H» 35, p. 714*i6» , 
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whick' would seem 'to divest' the subject of some of its difficulties.^ 
Clerk also added that he had suggested for cession the lands of the 
ej- cheated estates and that there were also lands lying continuous to the 
Jind border within the Delhi territory, which could be offered in lieu 
of Ludhiana. But the whole position changed by the decision of Govern- 
ment conveyed to Clerk, in a letter by Metcalfe, dated July 17, 1835.^ 

By this decision, Government treated the treaty of 1809 as the 
basis of its award. All grants made by Ranjit Singh to Bhag Singh 
before 1809 were treated as the possession of Jind which could not be 
returned to him as the Maharaja could not claim, as lord paramount, 
any escheats south of the Sutlej, All grants made subsequent to 1809 
were to be treated as only transfers and, therefore, returnable to the 
Maharaja, who could not claim and had not claimed any service or alle- 


iv Clerk to Fraser, December 20, 1834, B. N* SO, L. N. 237, 

Clerk wrote : “ The commercial importance which the town of Ludhiana 
js likely to attain on the opening of the navigation of the Indus and the dis* 
advantages of the arrangement as at present subsisting with the Jind state for 
the location of British troops in that quarter may make the Government 
desirous of availing itself of the present crisis in the affairs of Jind, to 
endeavour to obtain the cession of town and land immediately around it.” 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17, 1836^^ H*. L* M* 

'Scott tb Metcalfe, July 8, 183'S,- B. 373-74, 
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giance from tin© Jind Chiefs for those grants*^ ■ ' ' For ©xample, ' Ludhiana^ 

'Basia, ■ ■and Morindav 'etc. granted to Raja Bhag Singh' h 

were : to ’ be treated as a part of Jind principality ; Halwara,; Talwandi, 



L Riiclimond in his letter to Currie, (B. K. 88A, L. K. 94:, p* 24S-55), critically 
analysed the nature of grants made to <Jind and other Cis-Sutlt j Chiefs by 
Banjit Singh before ISOih Coming to the motives of these grants, Bicbmond 
was of the view that X^anj it Singh wanted to keep the Chiefs, pleased so that 
they might join him in a war against the English. They were , feudal in nature 
and when the English 6x1- ended their protection to the Cis-SutleJ Chiefs, the 
grants passed into their possession, as the over- lord of the Princes. That was 
why these grants were resumed in 1834 and not returned to Sarup Singh. As 
regards the grants after 1809, Bichmond agreed with Clerk that they were 
*'made without reservation of any kind as to service or allegiance”. 

In another letter, he remarks; ♦‘When these states were taken under our 
protection, a proclamation was issued to that effect by Sir David Ochterlony; 
the General transmitted a copy of the document to the Chiefs of Jind, 

Habha and Ladwa, who had acquired districts through Banjit Singh and also 
wrote to specially assure t hem that the lands so acquired were their fully as 

touch as those acquired otherwise. Sir David Ochterlony did not report that he 
had toade this special assurance to Government, as he did not perhaps suppose 
any distinction would ever be drawn between these and other possessions 
of the Chiefs. The Chiefs had been the companions of Banjit Singh and like 
other companions, whose alliance was of value at the time when they had 
shared in the confederate conquests.” Bichmond added that Government 
had pointed out to Banjit Singh that all grants, made after 1809, must be 
considered as “ irrevocable and made without reservation of any kind” and 
that he could not have the right to resume them. He observed; .... it 
does not appear that Banjit Singh or his successors ever proposed of them- 
selves to resume what he had given to our dependents.” (B. N. 88A^ 

So the decision of Government must be regarded as fair bordering 
on generosity. After : Banjit . Bingh,,_ when, niaking. the -grants* knew 
that the . Cis-* Sutlej Balers were .the dependents 'of the British 
Gnyernment, 


etc» given to the Jind Cbiet after 1809, were returnable to the Lahore 
rnler,^- Clerk accordingly informed Wade on Angnst 17, 1835, that he 
had received the orders of Government directing the grants made by 
Ranjit Singh to be restored to him and that they would be delivered 
up whenever His Highness might appoint officers to receive them*- 

The Maharaja was not satisfied with the decision, especially about 
the moiety of Mudki* Writing to Metcalfe in March 1836,^ Clerk said 
the whole of Mudki was claimed by the Lahore authorities, though he 
himself was of the view that it was '' clearly not so circumstanced as to be 
liable to be transferred to Lahore under the order of Goverment/' The 
political Agent desired that the Lahore authorities should be called upon 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 7, 1835, B. N. 32, L. N. 3Q. 

Metcalfe quoted the order of Govenment directing the transfer to Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh all possessions granted by him to the family of the Jind Raja 
since the treaty of 1809. He was also asked to give a list of such possessions* 
Reply! ng to the above on July 23, 1835, Clerk said that the grants given were 
Halwara, Talwandi, a moiety of Mudki and a moiety of Ghyaspur with an 
aggregate revenue of Rs. 9000 per annum. The zamindars of Halwara and 
Talwandi enjoyed free grants which greatly reduced the revenue. 

L.H* 86). 

8ee also, Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B.N* 82, L.N,44. 

2* Clerk to Wade, Augnet.W, 1835,B*N.8i, L.H* 152. 

Wade to Clerk, August 20» 1835, B*H, 102 L*H» 54* 

3. Clerk to Metcalf®, Blaroh 12, 1836, Bf H^.82» L* H*t6* 

Clerk had sent an officer to take jpoasession of Mudki but th© agent of Mai 
Bahib Kunwar had refused to admit him. Meanwhile the agent of Maharaja 
Ranjit Bingh had written to Wade to ^7 ^hat the whole of Mudki sbould be 
returned to theBikb,, averted by Elcbjuoud Ifudjki ;wata 

given by Ranjit Singh as a free gr«mt to Bhag Singh ^ in’ Ji8|7. s- 88A,> 

W- Uh it 

ahould have bee^ . • 
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to substantiate their ciaims; ' If ' they remained 

that they could produce no proofs^. He appealed to Government to 
dectd6:'the;quesM^^ or' the^other so that he might ' make' : 'arr^^ 

ment for the collection of revenue. Again Clerk, writing on June 28, 
said that Sanip Singh was exercising control on that half of Mudki, 
which was to be returned to Maharaja Ranjit Singh. It meant that 
the Sikh ruler had not till then taken possession of it. 

Thus the Jind Chiefship comprised three kinds of teiritory. First 
was that portion which had been acquired by Raja Gajpat Singh, the 
founder of the Chiefship, eomprising the Parganas of Jind and Suffedon,^ 
and forming the main portion of Jind territ ry. Secondly, there were 
Parganas of Basia, Morinda, Ludhiana, etc. given to Raja Bhag Singh 
and his successors by Maharaja Ranjit Singh before 1809.^ Thirdly, 


Clerk to Metcalfe, March 12, 1836, B. 82, B. N. 36. 

Clerk is a little afraid that the Lahore ruler might prove bis contention 
as he says : It would be useless to require Sahib Kunwar to deliver up a place 
to the entire possession cf which it may be possible the Lahore authorities can 
make out their claim ’’ 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. H. 26. 

Clerk wrote: The villages of Taiwandi, Hal warn, and half ofOhyas- 

purare held in deposit for Ranjit Singh But His Highness delays his 

resumption of the places also when he prefers a claim to the whole or other 
portions of the Jind”. 

3. The town of Suffedon claimed by one Mir Jamal Ali ; Clerk rejected his 

claim, as it bad belonged to Jind in 1809, when the state was taken under 
British protection. 

■ 4r. '• ’Richmond in his letter of February 16,'1844f gives a detailed account of these 
acquisitions : Ludhiana was given by Ranjit Singh in 1806 ; Basia in 1807 and 
■ -Morinda'also in the’ same year, for a mbney equivalent. He quoted Murray who 
■■ ■■ ' ' h4d’ observed t ^ ** All these'pl&c^ Squired by Jind before w& ■ dotewhied 

npon resiraining Banjit Singh*^’ 



[ 141 ] 

there was the last portion of Jind territory comprising Halwara, Talwandi» 
moiety of Mndki and Ghyaspur granted to Jind by Ranjit Singh after 
1809 and which had been directed to be relinquished to Lahore.^ 


Clerk had been asked to give further information about Jind/^ 
Replying on February 25, 1835, he traced the earlier history of 

the Chiefship.^ Sukhchain owned the estate of Balia wall ; his 
estate was extended greatly by his son, Gajpat Singh, who was able to 
occupy large tracts of land, subject to the supremacy of the Delhi Empire. 
His son, Bhag Singh, was also enabled to annex to the territory lands which 
he receivfd on several occasions from the ruler of the Punjab. Gajpat 
Singh possessed himself of K^rnal and subsequently of Jind ; Bhag 
Singh acquired Basia, Ludhiana, etc* Clerk then went on to compare 
the Chiefship of Thanesar with that of Jind. The Thanesar Chiefs 
wrested the conquest from its former possessors by means of their 
own resources and they secured it without the support of any power 
of acknowledged superiority. They did no homage and continued to be 
independent until brought under the protection of the British Govern- 
ment. On the other hand, Gajpat Singh of Jind acknowledged the 
paramountcy of the Mughal power and thus acquired the principal por- 


i. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17, 1835, B. R. 36, L. H, 36. ' < 

Clerk to Metcalfe, Mareh 23, 1836, ,B* L. 44. > 

Metcalfe to Clerk* February 12, 1836, .B* H, 35^ JL, 9. 

, J, . Qlerk to jyfft<^lfe, February ?65f,4836|B.,S4,,8L-hf 34 ^ ' 
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He liad to pay tribute to the Imperial 
meut to pay he was pumshed,^ Clerk said that when 

Thanesarj ou: failure of male heirs, eould be treated as, an escheat in 1^32, 
Jind could be resumed with much greater justice. He observed : 

‘t there appears to be no grounds for now varying the rule which 

was considered applicable in that instance. On the contrary, the depen- 
dent position of Jind during the period when they acquired their 
territory or the power to whose supremacy the British Government 
succeeded, would seem to enjoin more forcibly than in the other case 
that attention to the future administration of the Chiefship which led to 
Its sequestration at Thanesar in the hands of the Government Clerk 
then referred to benefits, which would follow to the people of Jind by 
the British occupation of the territory.^ and went to say that the opinion 
of several intelligent people in the states, regarding the Jind Chiefship, 
was clearly for such measures of preservat ion of the territory and its 
people as were adopted under like circumstances in the Thanesar estate. 
In short. Clerk stoutly pleaded for the abolition of Jind Chiefship and 
resumption of its territory. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 25, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 34. 

Clerk said For neglecting to remit a tribute of a lakh and half 
rupees, Najib Khan bad him carried a prisoner to Delhi where he was detained 
for three years 

2. He wrote ; ** Sikh dominion is greatly dreaded. It is ruinous to the peasantry 

and lower order, as well as regardless of the righi-s of the zamindarB I can- 

not but refer, however, to the vast importance of this crisis t.o the inhabi- 
tants of Jind territory with the exception of a few rapacious farmers of 

the revenue and customs and the lawless characters who have established 
themselves during several years of misrule, they unanimously contemplate 
with extreme apprehension any other 'disposition of their territory than that 

' which may aeeure to them the Wes^k^df security under British - 



t 


If his view were to be ac«ept©d by Gtovemment, he would wish 
that the jointure of the widows be fixed on the most liberal sacle. The 
prov'ision of the widows in Thanesar was unequal; in the Jind Ohief- 
shipa Clerk wanted it to be equal as far as possible. There were three 
widows of Raja Sangat Singh, . two of his father-Raja Fateh Singh; 
three, if not four, of Partap Singh, the younger brother of Fateh Singh, 
and one of Mehtab Singh, another younger brother of Feteh Singh — ten 
in ail.^ 


Metcalfe, in his letter of August 13, 1835, referred Clerk to the 
letter of the Secretary, Agra Government to himself, which gave the 
decision of the Government in the matter of Jind Chiefship in the following 
words..-® 

‘‘I am directed by the Honourable the Lieutenant -Governor to 
request that you will instruct the Political Agent at A mbla to take 
possession of the Chiefship and furnish with the least possible delay a 

settlement of the revenue and the expenses which are likely to be 

incurred in its management, 


The increase to the allowances of the widows proposed by Mr, Cleric 
appears to be very considerable and the final determination of the 
question regarding them has been suspended, until it shall be seen what 
are likely to be the net proceeds of the estate but Mr. Clerk may assure 
these ladies that a liberal arrangement will be made in their favour and 
in the meantime they will retain whatever lands they hold and whatever 
allowance they now receive”. 


1. Clerk wrote that the senior widow of Sangat Singh claimed the Chiefship while 
the other two were opposed to her claims : similarly the senior widow 
Fateh Singh wanted the Chiefship while the other desired a partition. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk) August IS, ,1SS5,‘B. IS:. 35, L. H. 47. ‘ ^ ^ - 


Secretary Agm Covernmont to Metcalfe, B. 36, p. 443-44ir'' ‘ ^ , 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 'Kovemtoer '3# 1336,'' ■ B, If. 35, H* 08. ; ^ ^ ^ 

Metcalfe to Clerk, May 41;,..';- . \ i 


11441 


The allowances proposed by: 'Clark for; the Jind widows:, w 
thought to he so large/ that Government brought this fact not only 
to his notice but also to that of the Agent, Governor-General at Delhi 
When Metcalfe Sent the letter directing the transfer of the lands to 
Maharaja Ranjit Singh, he also drew the attention of Clerk to the 
second paragraph of the orders of the Government of Agra, dated 
July 8, 1835/ Again in a letter, the Secretary wrote to Metcalfe that 
the provision proposed by Clerk was thought to be unnecessarily large 
and asked him to propose the allowance for the widows if there had 
been a successor to the Raj/ Replying on March 8, 1836, Clerk stated : 

under such circumstances their fixed jointures might perhaps have not 
amounted to more than the half proposed by me, but. .....the Chiefship 

would have incurred a certain expenditure beyond the revenue of the 
villages assigned to them. 

When the orders of the Government arrived. Clerk proceeded to 
take possession of the Ghiefship of Jind immediately. Writing to 
Metcalfe on September 16, 1835, he told him that he had asked 


1. See Appendix III to Chapter III, pages...... 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17, 1835, B. N. 35, L. N. 36, 

Secretary Agra Government to Clerk, July 8, 1835, B. N. 35, p. 373, 

The second paragraph was as follows 

** Should these orders render it expedient in the opinion of the Political 
Agent at Anabala, to modify the propositions contained in his letter of the i2th 
ultimo as to the amount of jointures to be assigned to the widows of the 
late Raja of Jind, you will instruct Mr, Clerk to submit a revised statement 
of each jointures”. In reply to it. Clerk said that the revenue of the lands 
being transferred to Ban jit Singh was only about Bs. 9000 per annum and, 
therefore, there was no necessity for modifying the provision of the widows. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, July 23, 1835, B. 81, 86. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 23, 1831,,, 14. 

.Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe,' 'B., N* 35, p. 66. - 
Clerk to Meteaife, March ■§* 1836, 82, 
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Lieutenat - Colonel Skinner, Commanding at Hansi, to send a detachment 
of troops to Jind to enable him to carry out the orders of Goveniment 
in regard to that Chiefshipd He also asked Skinner to send two 
companies of Native infantry, one company of the Begam Samru‘s 
and a Rissala of the Skinner's Horse as these would be enough 
to over»awe the discontented Sikh soldiers or to render futile their 
attempts at resistance.^ The next day, on the I7th September, he 
again wrote to him to say that the infantry was not required as Mai 
Sahib Kuinvar, having doubtless ascertained that troops had been 
sent for, had issued her orders for the withdrawal of her several 
Thanas,^ These displaced men would be dispersed by the force of 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 16, 1835, B. N. 81. L. N. 104. 

2. Clerk to Skinner, September 16, 1835, B. N. 81, L, N. 154. 

Clerk wrote i ** With a view to prevent the opposition, which it seems 
likely may be offered by the Sikh soldiers, in the service of the Jind family 
to the occupation of the fort of Jind and several other small forts of other 
Parganas of this state, it is desirable that a detachment of your troops 
should join me. The soldiers in the Jind service who can be assembled from 
their Thanas in the vicinity may number together with the garrison 
of about 500 Horses and 360 Sabandis. As yet no attempt has been made 
to enrol new troops for defence of the country, nor do I suspect Jind 
Sardarnis have any such intention. You will yourself be the best judge 
of the strength and nature of the detachment best calculated to effect 
speedily the occupation of the Thanas. .. 

3. Clerk to Skinner, September 17, 1835, B. N* 81, L. N. 66. 

Also see Clerk to Skinner, September 22, 1836, Bi H. 81, L. N. 166, 

Clerk explained to Metcalfe why he had to write to Colonel Skinner 
for troops. There used to be a Rissala of irregular Horse, but it had been 
withdrawn and he wrote to Metcalfe that a cavalry force should be perma- 
nently stationed at Ambala, as no reliance could be placed on the forces 
of the Chiefs on such occasions (Ef. N . 81, L. N. 104). The Agra Government 
seemed to have been surprised at this mform^tion'end asked Clerk ""to 
the ciroumstahees and autlibrity imd#’'^hich the'Skhanei^ was wit|i- 

drawn and why the substitution had been found to be defective. (0, N. 36, 

Mj. ,n 1 ^3 teiJ23, i$S6. ■'* ‘ ^ ^ 
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Patiala, Kaithal and Nablia beyond the irontier of Jind but it was 
just possible that they might refuse to disperse. Moreover, the establish- 
ment of Tiianas required a show of force and so he requested Skinner 
to send two companies of Begam Samru's troops and one Rissala of 
the 1st Local Horse to Join him immediately. 

On the 19th, Cierk^ reported to Metcalfe that Rani Sahib 
Kunwar had withdrawn all her Thanas. She would have done 
so at once on the receipt of the orders of Government, but her 
intentions were strongly opposed by the Jind troops and their 
leaders. These forces had been marched into the states of Patiala 
and Nabha. Clerk added that he had with him the orders of the 
Rani Sahib Kunwar for the transfer of several forts an(^ Thanas 
in Jind and he hoped to introduce the British Police throughout 
Jind by the next day. The detachment coming from Hansi would 
be distributed in such a way so as to support the police > and 
keep a check on refractory villages. Clerk did not think that 
there would be any armed opposition but it was necessary to 
inspire confidence in the people and that purpose would be admir- 
ably served by the presence of the Hansi detachment. Clerk added 
that he had established Thanas in the fort and town of Jind. 
Some police force had to be maintained and therefore he had 
requested Colonel Skinner to aire 40 sawars and one Baffedar 
for the purpose.^ 


h Gl^rk to September 19, 1835, B. H. 81, h. H. 106. 

2, _ Clerk j wrote on October 16, 1835, tlbat Colonel Skinoer bad engaged one 
Bissaidar at Be. 50 per month, one Daffedar at Bs. 30 per month, and 40 
. at per, moptha each. ,(BM, SI,,. 11§).. Two companies^ of Begam 

Samrn’s troope were also ^kept Jind (B* 81, L, K. 115)., It was on 

November 9* 1835, >hat Clerk, wrote to Skinner that he had directed one 
eompanjr of Begam Sainrn'e to'llanii. L* W}* ; 
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Ob September 25, Clerk report^^ lie liacl placed the 

Tlicuias at Sahecion and other dependent forts in the Jind territory* 
The refractory villages had submitted and the border villages, 
which were involved in quarrels with their neighbours, had desisted 
from violence and aggreed to submit their differences for investi- 
gation. Meanwhile Clerk was making preparations to visit the 
other Parganasd He also abolished the transit duties throughout 
Jind.“ The report of Clerk having established Thanas in jind was 
received with great satisfaction by the Agra Government and 
Metcalfe conveyed the approval of the Governor, who was highly 
gratified to learn that the inhabitants of the country had peace- 
fully submitted to the change of ruie.^ 

About the admistration of Jind territory, Clerk had proposed 
a three year settlement of the land and appointment of three 
Assistants to look after Jind.^ Metcalfe wrote back that one officer 
—Mr. Edgeworth and one Assistant, Mr. Gordon — were to be appointed 
to the charge of the Parganas of Morinda, Sangrur, Balawali, Mudki 
and Basia ; that Jind and Suffedon were to be saparated from 
Ambala and placed under Delhi ; and that later on, the former was 
to be joined to Rohtak and Hansi and the latter to Panipat,* 


4. 


5. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 26, 1834, B. N. 81, L, R* 107, 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 19, 1836, B. N. 82, L. IJ, 138. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 3, 1B35> B. N. 36, L. N. 68. 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe, October 10, 1 836, B. N, 36, 

p. 609-10. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, November 10, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 130. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 1, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. I, 

Buehby to Metcalfe, December 19, 1836, B, N. 36, p. 2"™4. • 

Clerk expressed himself against the management of Jind and Suffedon by the 
Delhi otfioe and observed : ‘T see no advantage in subjecting them to so distant 
a control, as this is beyond that of the greater degree of disoretioo ^d 
latitude of action allowed to me in such administration than ^ could , be eacer- 
cised by a local officer subj^ted to_ the ri^u|af^.p»g -in force dn thoD^vi^on of 
Delhi......” He, was definiMy. opppsed , ^introduction, pi the. i&egule^- 

tions in Jind territory, as the . people would be lit to b©;«p^goye3p||tj^ 
three, years ; an experienced ,,the 

tion to Delhi but only whep the B<%uiatlone. were^ not 1i\ fenly'., 

then dt would foe' " 

, dierk: to Metcalfe \ y ' ' , , / 


All this was of course temporary, because many claimants were 
Winging their claims to the notice of Government. Writing again, 
Clerk said ** The Jind question will now be shortly settled and should 
its territory continue under British Government,^ some arrangement 
would have to be made. The direct management of the affairs of 
several tribes of Sikhs entail of course a good deal of additional trouble 
for this office, '' 

I now take up the claims of different people to the Chiefship of 
Jind. As remarked earlier, the descendants of Bhup Singh were the 
nearest collaterals of the late Raja Sangat Singh ; in fact, his two grand- 
sons, Sarup Singh of Bazidpur and Sukha Singh of Badrukian were the 
two strongest claimants. The claim of the former was accepted by the 
Supreme Government as he represented the senior line The other 
claimants were Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha, Rani Sabha Kunwar 
the senior widow of Sangat Singh and Rani Bhagbhari, the senior widow 
of Kunwar Partab Singh, the younger brother of Raja Fateh Singh. 

Sarup Singh presented a petition^ twice to Agra Government, 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 1, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 147. 

Clerk said : “I would not recommend any alteration in the present 
establishment, whereby the prevention has almost been accomplished o£ 
dacoitios or open robberies by gangs, which the neglect of his country by 
the late Baja for several years past. \ 

2. This annexation aroused a great dissatisfaction among the rulers of Batiala 
and Nabha ; .their agents, attending on Clerk, expressed the view of their 
employers on the subject of sending a deputation to Calcutta to protest 
against the action of the British Government. 

(Clerk to Metcalfe, January 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. H. 11). 

3 . The following letters should be studied in connection with SSarup Singh's 
petition *. — 

Metcalfe to Clerk, December 30, 1836, B. H. 36, L. H. 93* 

Bushby to Metcalfe, December 16, 1836, B* H. 36, p. 766* 

Sarup /Singh to - hieutenant-Govembr.' Agra, November 6^ B. 'N. 36j 

. Secretary' Agra -Govemmbtit -lor'.': •Metoiilf©,. '’September 9, 'B’^'N 36 
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at first in August and then in November 1835, and sent a copy of the 
second petition to the Supreme Government. He thus described his 
case : Kaja Gajpat Singh, the founder of the Jind Cliiefship had tliree 
sons -Meiiar Singh, Bhag Singh and Bhup Singh. The first died when 
Gajpat Singh was alive leading a son Hari Singh who died childless^ 
Raja Bhag Singh succeeded to the gaddi after the death of Gajpat 
Singh. He had three sons-” Fateh Singh, Mehtab Singh and Partab 
Singh. Two younger sons died leaving no male heirs; P'ateh Singh 
succeeded, after the death of Bhag Singh, He had an only son, Sangat 
Singh. He was the Raja of Jind after the death of his father and had 
died childless. Sarup Singh was the grand-son of Bhup Singh, who was 
the brother of Bhag Singh and the third sod of Gi»jpat Singh. Therefore, 
Surap Singh said that he w^as the heir and successor of R?ija Sangat 
Singh and deserv^ed the gaddi of Jind, being the nearest male heir. 
His first petition contained the following appeal ** I, therefore, 
apply to you to be’ installed in the inheritance of my fore-fathers by 
right of my lawful descent from the first founder of the principality 
conformably with the customs of my country and the Hindu Lav/ of 
inheritance, the usages of the Protected Sikh States and the four 


Continued Jrom page 148 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Govemot, Agra, August 21, 1835, p, — 78* 
Satup Singh to Clerk, May Oj 1835, p. 778 — 83. , : 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 18, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 0. 

Bushy to Metcalfe, January 6, -1836, 36, p, 1849# . ” " 

Sarup Singh to Gov'ernor •General, November II, 1835, B. N. 36, p, 20. ' 

- Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor^ Agra, B* N# 3%p* 23. - ^ " 

Or. (B. N. 35, p. 774-78). , .. \ 

Sarup Singh to Clerk, p., 23-24, , Or (B# n.;. 'V ■ ■■■ 

Bam Agent of Sarup Singh to 0lerk^,|i, 21-25, 

Sarup Singh to Clerk, p.-2546. , Gr/;(B 4 781—83). ’ '’G- * . 

Sarup Singh to Metcalfe, p, 27# Or (B, H#.35,.p# 784-85). ' 

Sarup Singh to Lieut©nant*Govemor, Agra;, p* f 

■ 

Tlia&esar. " iiot *.1' 


But he had a 
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principal Houses of Patiala, Nablia. Jind, Kaithal, commonly called the 
Pliulkian family, from the commencement of the Sikh authority in this 
i. oun try to the present day. - ^ 

Sarup Singh’s petition failed to produce any apiDreciable effect. 
I'he reply given was that the Supreme Government had decided that 
as his father Bhup Sii gh had obtained a separate provision and since 
that had nothing in common with the Chief of the Jind territory, he or 
his descendant had no claim upon the Chiefship.^ 

In this second petition, Sarup Singh made a spirited reply:® 
"If this be the criterion to judge of the birth-right of men in this 
country, there is not a Chief or a- petty land-holder throughout these 
tracts who can be said to have lawful right to an inch of land. He 
also appealed to the Third Article* of the proclamation of 1809, issued 


1. Vide Fetition of Sarup Singh, August 21, 1835, B. N. 35, p. 776. 

2. Scotfc to Metcalfe, September 9, 1835, B. N. 36, L. N* 94. 

Bueliby to Metcalfe, December 10, 1835, B* N. 36, p. *766, 

Scott had asked Metcalfe to ascertain and report on Sarup Smgh*s 
claims, his circumstances and means of support* 

, The Sardar had also complained that he had not been shewn any docu- 
ments relating to bis case {B. N. 36, p* 28, Petition of Sarup ^ingh, November 
6, 1836) and instructions were sent by Lieutenant-Governor that necessary 
documents should be shown by Metcalfe to the petitioner. 

3. Samp ; Singh observed It is said that owing to my • grand-father having 
forcibly possessed himself of a small portion of the Jind principality after 
the death of Kaja Gajpat Singh and before the arrival of the British authority 
in this country, that ’the late agent and commissioner, Mr.lf , Fraser, considered 
my claim to serve heir to the Jind State as undeserving of consideration*....*. 

Vide, Petition of Samp Singh. -(B.- N. 36, p* 767, November 6,1835). 

4. The third Article waiS as follows 'w’*—-' ■ . 

' ' The Chiefs shall remain 'ih the'' okercise of the same rights and »utho« 

rity witMh their own' ‘peswssibiil enjoyed before they were taken 

under British protection ^ ! . 
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to the Cis-Siitlej States by British Govenment on their first asstimp- 
tion of the protection, which guaranteed to them the privileges and 
customs enjoyed and exercised by them from the time (d their settle 
ment. According to ,Sarup Singh, **...:.* the present assumption of- 
the Jind State on the part of the British Government or even 
conferring it on the females of the family of the late incumbent in 
any shape while there are undeniable male heirs is an in fraction cf 
that sacred pledge.” The Sardar further averred: ‘'Every Chief in 
the country has some collateral relations who enjoy maintenance from 
the principalities which when become vacant by failure of male 
issue of the body of the last incumbent is forthwith supplied by the 
nearest of kindred from amongst them.” Sarup Singh was of the 
view that his estate would have been resumed by the Jind Chief, 
had he died childless; now the Chief had died and he, therefore, was 
entitled to succeed him A Finally, he again ma^’e a very moving 
appeal in the following words:— ‘T respectfully refer my claim and 
case which agreeably to the Dharam Shastra and the custom of the 
country, the w^hole of the Chiefs great and small are unanimous in 
awarding to me and from the equitable disposition of the BritivSh 
Government. I confidently hope that if they will condescend to take 
my case into impartial consideration, they will not, by reason of the 
established usages, which have been hitherto counteracted and upheld 
by themselves of their own inviolable observance of agreement and' 
guarantees and the long loyalty of the late Raja Bhag Singh, oppos ^ 
the establishment of his own race and blood in the person of a grand- 


h i day ’quoted the ease of Chief' had dW leavi% a sou by a . 

Mobammadan wife ; the tribe of the ruler selected one Benii Singh, whose 
- -g»iebtiOn* was-' approved .by -tha 'British .:.<loVernmeht,«d.tbe'S<i»‘%a»tiv©n a 
• maintenance.' SwhiiaHy, ' ' If B^ja ' ‘Earaih BIhgh of ’ '#eifh die with - , 

out an heir, the Sardar felt A|it Sihgh, ^ 

though by a different mother ^ and hot 'to' the femalw* The Sa^ar s^d 'that 
this principle had 6ee^' 

aoveriimeqtim^’^ ^ ^ 
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nephew and a great-grandson of their mutual ancestor Raja Gaj pat 
Singh or approve of the confiscation of this small state and deprive the 
lawful heir of his heritage as having in the first place sheltered us from 
the grasp of others to deprive us of our possessions afterwards.*'^ 

In the petition of August 21, 1835, appealing to Government to 
reconsider his case favourably,^ Sarup Singh had quoted six different 
cases in support of his claim.^ 

Bushby, Secretary at Agra, on the presentation of Sarup Singh's 
pettition^ asked Metcalfe to ascertain from Clerk, answers to the 
following queries:— 


1. Vide, Petition of Sarup Singh, NoTesnber 5, 1835, B. N, 36, p. 767— 771 . 

2. He had also written a letter to Metcidfe, saying I am now the lineal 

heir to the Cbiefship which was founded by my grand-father— ^Baja Gajpat 

Singh and you ...,.,will ascertain the customs and usages of Patiala, Nabha, 

Jind, and Kaithai families from the whole of the Chiefs of this country..., 

B. N. 36, p. 784-85, July 7, 1836, 

They were 

{») The estate of Kakrala ; it was given to Bhai Lai Singh of Kaithai, 
after the death of Bhai Karam Singh- 

(n) The estate of Jassa Singh of Baidwan ; it was made over to his 
brothers, after his death, 

{Hi) The estate of Kharak Singh of Shahabad : it was given to Sher Singh 

{k>) The estate of Kur-un-Nissa of Malerkotla ; after her death, it was 
made over to the descendant of Jamal Khan, the founder. 

(p) The Pathan estate of Kunjpura : on the death of Nawab Bahadur Jang 
Khan, it wm .given to his brother, Ohulam Mi Khan in ppofflarenoe, to 
. his widow. 

(^^1) The estate of Jaimal Singh' Boria : it was. at first, given to widow : 
afteJ? her, death, it, was givea_to 0ulab Sliigh, the brother of Jalma 
Sii^,4hot®hhy a <MfCerent ,.mo ' i . . 

-rk , ?8. L. N. S., ,, , , 

, Bushbyto Metcalf,. Janua^’e, B. N. 


[ 163 ] 

(a) Whether a member of' a Sikh family, who accjaires by separa* 
tlon an Independent portion of the ancestral property, Is entitled to any 
reversionary benefit from the remainder of the property in the event of 
the other branch of the family becoming: extinct by default of heirs-™- 
if this' be^ the invariable^ custom' in regard to ordinary property, is it 
also held to 'be the xule in respect to' a principality or a Chiefship, 

(b) Whether the Taaluq which was allotted to Bhup Singh 

was conshiered a separate Riasat or Chiefship and whether that eircum^ 
stance would exclude his deseendaiita from succeeding to the Riasat of 
the elder branch of the family.’ 


(c) Whether Metcalfe could report ** any instance of property 
similarly circumstanced lapsing to the Paramount power before we took 
the Sikh states under our protection 'h 

Clerk made two replies to the petition presented by Sarup Singh 
the first on October 23, 1835, and the second on March 23, 1836. 


In the first,® he dealt wifcn the query under the heading {b) above and 
hen dealt with the oitvi oy the Sardar.® He referred to hii^ 

letter of November 6, 18 i4, reporting the death of Raja Sangat Singh, in 
which he had mentiontd how Bhup Singh, the grand-father of the 




This was the point which had to decide the claim of Samp Singh, If Bhup 
Singh and his descendants were incompetent to inherit the Ohiefship be- 
cause of their separate estate, the claim of Sarup Singh would not hohi^ 
water. The Sardar insisted that he could ■ inherit in spite of the- separation 
of Ms ancestral estate. But Government, in the case of Ferozepur, had 

Clerk to Metcalfe, October 23, 183§, B, L, K. 121* 


3, See 'Appendix I? to Chapter III, p#.. 
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Ba'driikian^ and five dependent Tillages 
;aB; avSeparated,portiGii;ef . Perhaps that \.as the reason 

ph|::Praser,;tkelate at Delhi, considered the ciaims of- the,. .descan- 
'dantS'Of: to the Chiefship to '■ have been invalidated by their 

possessioii , of a separate Taaliiq., previous to connection of the . British" 
..Qo.vemineEt wit^^ states- and;, --.to' -the recogiiitiori .of .them,' . by ,;;.the 
. Bri.tish' authorities as ,Oh.iefs, Independenb of 'Jind'/" ' ; Again,, whan'; Sardar: 
■Karam,, ■Bingh, ;■ the father, of .the. Petitioner, made a coaiplaint 
Ochterlony in 1816, aga!B.st Bis .'younger brother .for possessing “. more, 

' .than, a moia.ty ,. of ■ , the Taaiuq, he' had. represented it . as being "their 
OhiefsMpA 

,,, . In the, .second and more, ■ important .letter,^ Clerk.. dealt . with, 
Bushby's q.u€ry under the heading' (a) above, -and 'observed that among 
. the Maiwa, Sikhs. or that .class of'Jats to which belonged the family of 
Jind, private real property would, in ' the event of the other branches 
'of .'a' family hecoming extinct by default of male heirs, revert to "a' 
descendant : notwithstanding , his 'aeparatioa 'in the enjoy ment of an 
independent;'; p;ortioii of the: estates 'of ■ancestors.. , But Clerk „ maintaihed 
. that the.daw ,had'';.,not:' been. ;,,, violated' hy ■ Covemment's decision, in '.the. 
Jind case. He argued that Gajpat-. Singh was a :Taaluc|£dar paying: 
revenue to the Mughal Government,, and that the British Government had. 
succeeded to the position af paramountcy claimed by the Mughal rulers 
'though.' it, was' n.ot get'ting any :,trlbute^'o.r revenue from ;. the ..Sikh .-'States. 
Had the British Government been in receipt- . of any 'money 
from the Cis-Sutlej States, it could not .. have ' any ■ right to' resume: 4^^^^ 
territory of a Chief, who died without mala heirs/"^ as the estate . -in thal:-: 
case would have been considered private property. 


L Clerk to Matoalfa, October S3, 1835, B. 'H. 81, L. K. 124* ' 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Mweh £3, 1836, B.'H. 82^.L. H*. 44. 

%» This point has already been fully dealt- with in the jj^eginamg of this Chapter* 
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Clerk then gave some particulars about Karam Singh, the 
father of Sarnp Singh. He wrested the Taaluq of Badrukian from his 
father who had been given the Taainqs of Badrukian and Bazidpur. 
Subsequently Bhup Singh recovered the place from his son and gave 
him the village of Mohammad pur for his maiatenanceh Karam Singh 
was not content with it; he secured Bazidpur by force but could 
not retain it for long. Later on, he went to the court of Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh and entered his service. A little time heforo his death 
in 1816, Bhup Sing made a partition of his territories; ho assigned 
to hia younger son, Bassawa Singh, the bigger estate of Badrukian 
while to Karam Singh, his elder son, he gave the lesser estate of 
Bazidpur, on account of his “disobedience”. Sarup Singh was the 
Chief of Bazidpur®. 

Again Clerk was of the view that Sarup Singh could not 
inherit Jind Chiefship so long as the relations of the British Government 
with these States were conducted on the principles of the proclamations of 
1899 and 1811. The first of the principles as laid down by the order 
of Government was that of .securing the Chieftains in possession 
of the lands which they respectively held antecedently to the last 
excursion of Ranjit Singh (in A.D. 1807) into the territory situated 
between the Jumna and the Sutlej. What Clerk meant was that 
Bhup Singh had received Badrukian and Bazidpur in separate Chief- 
ship; hia descendants, therefore could only claim the above two 
Taaluqs and their claim to the Jind territory, a separate Chiefship, 
aras untenable. He was referring to the rule, prevalent among the 





1 * Vhfk to Metealfe, Mareli 23, 1836 , B* H* 83, L,- K# ■ ' ■ "S ' 
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Sikhs, that if an estate had been separated into two protions, both the 
portions acquired the characteristic of an independont estate and 
in case of failure of heirs, escheated to the Supreme Government, 
to the exclusion of male collaterals.^ The most famous case was 
that of Thanesar, which Clerk quoted again and again in support of 
his argument that Jind should be resumed by the Supreme Govern- 
ment.® He compared the territory left by Gajpat Singh of Jind with 
the Thanesar estate.® 


1 . Clerk to Metcalfe, January 22, 1841, B. N. 83, L. N. 169. 

Clerk was talking of tb© claim of azir Singli of Nagla Lalpur to th© 

estate of Gadauli. ' Nagla Lalpur and Gadauli had been separated into 
two independent Chiefships in 1803. Therefore, the Bardar of Nagla could 
not succeed to the estate of Gadauli which escheated to the British Govern- 
ment. Clerk said : ** This rule of considering estate of this description 
having no lineal heirs, to escheat to the paramount state to the exclusion 
of collateral heira, where these have prior to 1807, been fixed in a separate 
Estate, has been maintained by th© British Government on its assuming the 
management of Bilaspur in 1H20, Thanesar in 18:^2, Tira in 1837 and other 
instances.’’ 

2. Another example given by Clerk was that of Buria, belonging to Bhagwan 
Singh, which was divided among his two widows. On the death of one, the 
survivor claimed her portion but Government rejected her claims. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 25, 1835, B. N. 81, L. 34^., 

Clerk observed about Gajpat Singh’s territory ; ** His property having 
. now been left in circumstances similar to those in which the Thanesar estate 

was to be found in 1832 a failure of heir male and fcur female claimants, 

when the Chiefship was held to have escheated and was accordingly assumed 
by the Government ”, 

Thanesar consisted of two separate portions..,, .two-fifths the share of 
Bhag Singh and three-fifths ttat of Bhanga Singh. The former passed into 
the control of the British Government when Jamiyat Singh died in 1831 ; the 
latter portion remained with the two widows of Fateh Singh, who were given 
possession after the death of their mother-in-law, Mai Tian. The estate of 
Jamiyat Singh escheated because there were no male heirs ; the claim of his 
widows was considered and rejected while in the other portion, the widows 
were allowed to succeed. 

Clerk ignored on© distinction -between'. Jind and the lapsed ©state of 
, Thanesar. Th© former had collateral heirs while the latter had none. Hence 
the oomparlson, enunciated by Clerk, is not very fair* ' ■ 
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To. Bushby^^s query under (<?-) ' above, Clerk replied that 
the lands'' of the of 'Jiad Ghiefship, yielding revenue to the 

'Mugliaisv 'to;^ fo as the Southern- .-gikhs acknowledged any pera* 
iB,0BBtey,^^ *%ave been -treated as private property and regulated by 
the.r.raie^ to -the -.property of such a n.ture 

among Jats/' What he -meant was ■ihe ;Jind Chiefship in the event 
of the payment of tribute,; :could have been acknowleclg^^^d as such; 
as it • did not ' pay 'any . tribute, it was. ' not private pro perty d Ha 
'■argued that if "the Sikh; Chiefships '■ were- to be treated as private 
p^opert3^ the result would be disastrous. According to him, *"tke uni- 
versal divisicn of landed property, which would rapidly ensue, 
would, in a brief space of time, compel the British Government to 
:uiiderta.ke ■ the. 'entire ,m -..these territories, to the utter 

annibilation of ail Sardaris as now . on all sides enjoyed'*.^ 


L €lf rk tc Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. 82, L. N. 44. 

2 Clerk observed: “ W© should, I conceive fall in great error, were it to be 

treated as a case private of personal property If this demand means 

anything it means that the claims should be resolved by the laws of inherit- 
ance applicable to ordinary property. But should this be granted should 

the distinction be lost sight of which it had hitherto been deemed expe- 

dient to observe between rules of succcession to private property among Jata 

and the regulation of Chiefship it is not the British Government whose 

authority and resources which thereby become curtailed.... 

Clerk could not give any specific instance of a property similarly 
situated lapsing to the Paramount Power before 1809. Murray had also 
pointed out the evil consequences if Government were to be guided by the 
Hindu or the Mohammadan Laws of 'privato property In succession to Chief- 
ships (B 7,4* L H 293). But Clerk’s, -successor, Kichmond , wrote that a 
majority of Ois-Sutlej Chiefs affected ‘*-'to ^.consider their^ , pessesaions, as. private 
property only and not as ip volvmg. sovereign right® (.B* N* SM* L. H* 94, 
February lj&, 1844)* 
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Clerk next replied to the point about the Bharm Shastra 
raised by Sarap Singh in his petition* According to liinij the 
Shastras had nothing to say about the succession to ChiefeMp and 

that they only contemplated priTate property^ He observed 

What hfive Sikhs to do with the Dharm Shastra ? But if they, 
at this time of day, desire to adopt new laws and customs, in 
respect to territories, whioh have hitherto, under the protection of 
of the British Go^'^emment, stood on the footing of the Sikh Kbalsa 
Jl, assuredly, the paramount power could Justly ordain laws as en- 
lightened and quite as congenial to the spirit of the Sikhs as those of a 
.people, whose tenets and ordinances- they renouii.oed for those prescribed 
by the founders of their new faith. What would be thought of Moiiam- 
madan converts, wdio became Sikhs, appealing' to - Sharah. Yet this 
would not be more unreasonable ■■ ■ than ^ the- Sikh Hindu convert, 
referring, because in a particular Instance it seems convenient to do so, 
to: the' doctrines he has forsaken. The resolving by the British authority 
of questions- relating to any Sikh property, by the Hindu Shastra, 
under the idea, that it is necessary to adopt them as the prescriptive is» 
therefore, a mistaken rule 

1. Even, according to the Hindu Law, there is a fundamental difference between 
private property and a Chiefsh'p. As a historian has remar ned : ** This 
division of private and public interests may be traced in the rules governing 
the partition of famiiy estates, in which all sons have a share. But such is 

not the case where the Chlefship is concerned No administration could be 

maintained even in name, w^ere the partition and disintegration permitted* 
The younger sons of the ruling Chiefs are, therefore, placed in a worse x>osition 
than the sons of the private citizens ’h 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 2.i, 1830, B. N. 82, L. N* 44. 

Clerk to Maddook, March 16, 1839, B, N. S3, L. N. 110. 

Clerk is here being unfair to Sarup Singh. The Sikh laws were based on 
Hindu Shastras j the teachings of the Hindu Shaatras could not be forgot en 
by the Sikhs and the appeal to them, by Sarup Singh, was natural and inevi- 
table. Lawrence, in this connection, remarked in his Keporfc on Kaithal, as 
follows 

It will be gathered.... .that I do not consider that the rules of sucoea- 
slon in the Protected Sikh slates have hitherto been based upon the laws of 
Hindu Inheritance: If they had been, we could not have inherited a single 
estate (B, N. 88A, p. 241). Agalnin;the same Beport, he pointed out 
■that neither the Malwa nor Manjha Sikhs followed the Hindu Laws of Inheri- 
WC0. (p. 344}« 
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After baling discussed, at length,' the claim of Sarup Singh, we 
now turn to discuss the claimS:, of / other claimants— Raja Jaswant 
Singh,, of Nabha.,,, Sukha, , Singh, Sabha Kunwar and Bhagbhari 

Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha sent a depntation to Allahabad 
and a ooniidentiai agent to Clerk, ' to deiiTer the following message; 
‘*:that if gi^e up Jind, the Raja 
desires,' he may, not be considered ■ ■as;.approYing of the claim advanced 
by .'::,Sa,rup .Singh,, ,b,ut prepa'red; to offer himself a candidate and to 
'tender ■ any amount of tribn^ .-.may be rectuirtid of him ''A 

The agent again waited on Clerk, - after a few dajs, to explain 
the Raja's view , in regard' to Jind.A He stated that the Raja 
©onsidered:himself as /.a ;ColIateral --fe of prior claim to Sardar 
Bhup Singh's , branch, his, (the Raja’s) great grand-father having been 
the uncle of Gajpat Singh. He, of course, was referring to Gurditta, 
who died in 1754 and was the son of Tiloka and the brother of 
Sukh Chain, the father of Hajpat Singh. The agent also referred 
to the decision in the Kakraia case in which the estate was awarded 
to the Bhai of Kailhai, to the exclusion of the other branches of 
the Bhaikian family/ and dwelt on the expediency of transferring 
the charge of Jind to a state possessing the authority and the 
means rec|aisit6 to the due administration of extensive territories 
ill,,,, preference,, to, 'adopting as ' .thdir . sovereign a , less sabstantial,, ^ and,' 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe* 3xm% U, 1836, B. N* 8^, N..104. ' 

Clerk mentioaed-th© petitioiis of Sukha Siagh aad Sabha Kaawar ' also, 
claiming the Jind Chiefship aad added': ■ There appear to be several parties 
preparing likewise to prefer such claims 
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^ In conclusion,: the. 'agonfc saM.::;tliat;^ the. Raja ^ 

was prepared to tender a, Nazrana- of four , lakh,. /;ofvrapee 8 ^-^^ 
recognitioiiV of Ills.; to inherit ^the Jind tarritories.^ ,,;.T,h 'e 
of ..the , Raj a, was declared inadmissible by Govemment on the .ground 
■that-dind was acquired by Gajpat Singh, subsequent to . tha separa- 
ti:0:a''''of 4 he../Mabha ■ B.raiich.^,,, 

- As to ' the ■ claims of Sukha Singh, the „aoii ■ of ^■Bassaw.a.' 

: Sing.h : o presented - a. ' petition on which ' 

invited ■ Clerk's viewsA ''O replied^ "that Sokba Singh vested; his' 
claim on his cousin Sarup Smgh's family having been disinherited 
from' rebellion, 0 '.dl his haviiig p-erformed. the 'funeral : obsequies on.^ 
occasion of the late Raja's death ' and on an alleged Jlad :cu 8 lom' 
of devolving the inheritance on second sons. Clerk observed that 
the first two assertions were facts while the third was not borne 
out by the history of the Jind House, Sukha Singh apparently for 
got that by saying that the second mm inherited the estate, h- 
was disqualifying himself in favour of his younger brother, Bhagwane 
Singh. As Clerk so effectively put it that if the third assersion of 
Sukha Singh were accepted, Bhagwan Singh, the second son of 
Bassawa Singh, would seem to have the stronger cbiin. At first 
his..'clai'm , outright,® ' Later , ,0'n, it v w .:vs' ' re.0,onsidered, 


L Clerkto Metcalfe, June 24, 1824, B. N. 82, L. K. 1X0, . ' 

2* Clerk said; “ This I repeat in order to exhibit fully Raja Jas want Singh’s 
Intentions and not in the idea -that such a proposition would at all accord 
with the view of the Supreme Government. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 15, iSiC, B. K*. 38-, L.'K.- 57/^ 

Bushby to Metoalfe, July 9, 1936, B, N. 36, p. 199. 

Clerk to Metoalfe, November 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L, N. 180. 

I6,d,836,' B*:'N..-82,.B.''Ni".l04./;'''.'^'''''^^ 

'Metcalfe to Clerk, June 22, 1836# B. N,36, h» N, 50. 

6. Sleteaif© tO' Clerk, July, 16, 1836, B. N* 36,'L, N# 67.' 
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Metealf©, referriDg Clerk to th© letter ©f tii© Secretary of 
which _ the LieotenaBt-Goveroor required further 
thedismhentanceof Karam Sbghfrom his som Swap Sm<rh 

the »»oi. whv Sukh. Singh =.IM tt, p„f„^ f J ^ *’"■ 

of thelftteSangat Singh ,! ceremonres 


Clerk sent the reply of Sarnp Singh to the aho^e qnerv . -u. 
his own replies to the others.® The disinheritance of Earam <=l . 

was denied fey hie son Sarup Singh, thoogb Clerk wm ©f the vi 
relations between the father and the son, nz, Bhnp Sfesrh 
Singh, were badly stramea. The forcible sefenre ©f Bemnnr 
ttered the relations all the more, - When Kamm Singh ilL T"' 
his return from the Pnnjafo, non® of the branches of ^jV 

the deputations sent and the respects paid to the 
youngerbrother Bassawa Singh on his death, a few veara i “ 
^drukian.^ Again, by the decision of the Phnikian Cfnefs, 

share of the mheritance.-afconfc two-thirds-k^aa gfyon i© b 

Singh, though they pretended to divide the painmony eqoaHv 

Clerk „„ iefMrl, 3 L 

S«.pSlDel,b.Mn,id.red In.ligiMe b, the „r „ 

s.egb ...n.g.dbj 8»kb, Segb. Be .b«,„ed ; How f„ ,ST 


1. Metcalf to Clerk, Augusts, 183«,B. H. 36, 1,, ir.69 

Secretary at Agra to Metcalfe, July 27, 183«, B. If . 36, p. 244.45 
Also Sukha Singh’s petition, B, N, 39, p. 175-86. 


2. Clei* to Metcalf®, Becemfcor 1, 1836, B- N. 82, L. X Jgi 


Clerk gave the e^Bmph of Baja Singh of Sahha who !,»• 

offended with his sea (Ra„jit singb), sought hccui* the 

tauce of h,m and his chi!d.....(Both of then, died and g«ddi pam> 0 a to «' 
second SOB. Bevindar Singh). I have referred to it,3.1er ca ,m *C^og«^C: : 


, ;; ' 


r. ' 


[ ] 


;: aiienation'' 0 £'t^^ a family ■ ■ would affect in later times tlie 

Vlieirs of: it' is ■ difficult to pronounce, as I have 

not been, successful in finding any case analogous in all points. , in .the: 
families of the Protected Sikhs' h The funeral ceremonies of Sangat 
Singh were performed by Sukha Singh, just as those of the grand- 
father (Bhup Singh) were performed by his father (Bassawa Singh); 
the elder son (Karam Singh ), who was said to have come for the same 
purpose, seemed to have been excluded. Clerk held that if this did 
not disqualify Sarup Singh's father from inheriting the property of 
his owm father, it should not stand in the way of Sarup Singh^s 
inheritance. On the occasion of Sangat Singh ‘'s death, Sarup Singh 
was not present and the rites were perforniei by Sukha Singh; as 

Clerk observed; it is obvious that in cases of death so sudden 

as that of Raja Sangat Singh, circumstances of time aral convenience 
may often, especially in this climate, compel the perfoimance of 
funeral obsequies by those relatives* of the deceased who can first 
reach his corpse,. But Clerk argued that this fact alone could not 
confer a title to inheritance. As he wrote: ‘‘Moreover it is contrary 
to the Hindu Law^ to deem that the personal superintendence of the 
funeral rites can singly confer a title to inheritance of the deceased".^ 
He further observed that the argument of Sukha Singh that Chiefship 
in the Pliuikian families passed to the second merely proved that 
some times a younger son was preferred to the elder^. Sukha Singh's 
claim at first was not considered very seriously^ but he persisted 
for a long time. As late as 1839, — t\yo years after his cousin Sarup 
Singh had been declared the Raja of Jind, — he petitioned Govern- 



I. Clerk to Metcalfe. Becetxsber 1/ 1830, B. IBB 

24 'In this coiiBeetioE, Clerk saki:. This must often be the case where the 


inbecility of oH age or its mdolence or its fondness is liable to yield to the 
importunities of a younger wife ik favour of latest off-spring 

3. Motcalfe to Clerk, June 2*3, ;I836, B. M.-SBpL. N, 

Metcalfe to Clerk, October 2^, 1836 , 36 , p. 356V - ■ . ' 


meiit; it was only when lie was finally and firmly told that his 
daini could not be considered by Government, that he desisted^. It 
only embittered the relations between Sariip Singh and himself.^ 

As to the claim of Rani Sabha Kiinwar, Clerk showed surprise 
mid wrote that it did not accord with her previous communications. 
She and her father, Sardar Ranjit Singh, had expressed the hope 
that the British Government would give her a liberal jointure and 
that was what she had desiredA According to Clerk, she was only 
bringing her claim forward lest she might meet with less consideration, 
should the Chiefship be transferred to others. Government decided 
that her claim was not wwthy of much consideration. 

As to the claim of Rani Bhagbhari, the widow of Partab Singh,^ 
Clerk sent for her agent and questioned him as to the grounds on 
which she rested her claim. Clerk was told that her claim Wus as the 
wife of Kunwar Partab Singh, the favourite son of Raja Bhag Singh 
and “that she knows of no other claimant who has better pretensions' 'A 


L B- N. p. 1S9, of Snkha Singh, 

Metc'alfe to Claris:, April 10, 1830, B, N. 39, L, N, 16, 

For fcokba Singh’s petition, also see p* 175*186, M».rcb 29, 1839. 

2, O'ierk to Metcalfe, August 4, 1637, B. 83, L, N, 36. 

So rap Singh tried to mediate between Sukha Singh and his younger 
brother Bhagwan Singh in a dispute and as Clerk said, Sarup Singh had shown 
a bias towards the latter and signs of animosity towards the former. 

3, Clerk to Metcalfe, June 15, 1836, B. 82, I». N, 104, 

4, Metcalfe to Clerk, July 16, 1836> B. N. 36, L. iN. 57, 

6. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 4f 1836, 82, L, H. 115* 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June 14, IS36, B. H, 36, 1*. N,- 53. 

li unwar Partab Bingh was the second son of Ba|a Bhag Singh and .died 
at a young age, without leaving any issue.' He had thrice raarrie4---Bhag- 
bhari, Rattan Kunwar and Bam Kunwar';' there -Wag another widow $ub Bat, 
whose position was not clear (B- H* SI, B* ^ " ‘ 


CLerk said: does not strike, Eor there ■ is' aaytMEg, .,i 

’sliicli. readers it more desirous of ■ attention, tliea,: the:/' others' 
have been referred/'*’ Her claim being Judged as preposterous ' and: 
absurd” rej^rled. 

It will ib jt be out of place to mention .:Iiere .. that SuH'ia.:;Siiigli*s' 
were bei:ng advocated by the Bliai of, .Kaithai f in the same 
r'aaner, Sarup Sisgli had come to an mnderstanding, with; Fatiala.', and..: 
Ivabha. promisieg m the event of,- his success . Ms allegiance' tor the, 
farmer, and the i^'^itoratioiii of the latter^ 'of^ Sangrur,,', wiiicli had O'ECe 
L eionged to that state, Besides, all these .miers 'had sent a ' ,depiit.atioii 
to Agra, to requtst Goveranieiit to expedite the decision in "the Jind^ 
^'ase. But the deputation was dismissed?'"- Metcalfe, addressing ' letters, 
tCf the different rollers, said that the whole question of Jind was under 
t'le considefation of Government which would give its decision after 
making due investigation and that GDv,ermBeat had devised inquiry to 
made r&specbig the right of Sarup.Smgh, 

Writing on, August S. 1826/ Metcalfe referred Clerk to the lette-r 
'.iritten to Mm by the Secretary^ at Agra and asking him to furnish the 
.required iEforo:.atioii, The ieiter ran .as follows.:—- 


I, Ifetealfe to CkVfc, Aiigwt l, 

Secretary at A ^;ira to Metvalfe, 2r>iS-;£0» p.,2iS. 

Secrete?'}^- *It soems, however, to'thel/iauteaaefe Governor to: he a 

claim on tlie h ■b*"® part to a third of the 'Ohiefsliip or , to a joiat, possa8S.ioavof 
other wjcl^^w^ cri the groimcl that Eaja Bhag Singh wished to divide his terrh 
tories hetwma Ms three sons, one of whom Fartab Singh, was the husband of 
the elaiinanl, llbivghlmtL His Honour considers this claim also untenable, as the 
principality ended, undivided to the eldest son of Bhag Singh and again to 
hisgrynd- soii, Ihcdoa of the oldest soaA*'\ - 

■S.-. ,-Glerk to -Metcedie, ,Beoem.b@r -I, H, , 

•1. Matealf® to Cioils, August IS, B, N. 36,. I*. 74. 

Bttsfeby to Mc'irfilf©, August- 6, 18^, B. H, 36, p. 20O« 

!i?liod.opiitatioa repaired to Ambaia and presented a long atetement to 
Clerk, {SeeB. H'. S2, BB. N- 165 and 170.) Metcalfe addressed » letter to Blaraiaa ' 
Singh of-BatiaSa on Angmst 6, 1836 and forwarded similar letters to Hahha and 
. ' Kaitiml Baj«s (B* H. 36, p*280- 61|# • _ 

4,. Metealfeto Clerk^B. N. 36, B. I3'.;70i* 

! 'Secretary at Agra to Metealfe, ^nif Wv .1836, B. N, 36, p. 248*49* 
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***" I am directed by the Honourable the Lieutenant-Governor to 
inform you that the Supreme Government is desirous of ascertaining 
vitli perfeci distinctness law or usage of succession appHcable to Sikh. 

ships*, as that of Jind, without reference to the payment of tributes 
to a superior power and to request that you will call on Mr. Clerk,...*, 
to furnish details of specific instance in which previously to our taking 
■upon ourselves the Paramount Power, the succession to such Chiefships 
tias been determined in favour of or against the daims of collateral, 
relations. ■ 

2. You are desired to ascertain the usage now subsisting 
among Sikh Chiefs subject to the control of Raja Ranjit Siiigk. 

3. At the same time you are to enquire what the custom is 
in regard to possessions acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh after 
his succession to the principality of Jind— Would a descendant from a 
corniTion ancestor have a right to succeed to such possessions, supposing 
his title to be valid so far, be restricted to the possessions of the 
ancestor in virtue 'Of whom he ^ claims. 

4. The Lieutenant-Governor further desires that you will 
obtain the most correct information procurable respecting the nature of 
the several acquisitions made by Raja Bhag Singh. They were for 
the most part grants from Raj a Ranjit Singh made before and after 
our treaty with that ruler in 1809,..../'" 

Clerk made inquiries also from the. Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha/ 
Kaithah Bizidpur and Badrukian, and forwarded their reifies, with his 


' r 
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own comments, to Metcalfe, on November 30, 1836.^ Twenty cases® 

had been adduced " as replies to the requisitions of the Government 'j 

for specific instances in which previous to the paramountcy of the | 

British Government, the succession to such Chiefships as that of Jind i 

had been determined and for information to the custom in regard to ' 

possessions acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh after his succession I 

to the Principality.” Three cases were cited by the Chief to prove the i 

observance of law of collateral succession to the Chiefships.® First, the 

fact of a succession to an estate was stated ,* then it was shown by the 

Chiefs that the heir, as it were, incidentally married the deceased’s f 

widow. Blit Clerk said that such was not the case ; the heirs had not 

inherited by virtue of their right and then married the widows ; in 

reality the marriage of the widow by the heir was, in every case, the 

means of appropriating estates, which would not otherwise have passed 

*'■■■■ ■ [■'.''I"'" 

•■■■■■'■ " " ' . I ■' 




■g» '■'Gl^rkmmtiotxed the cases imtnhering ' 9, 10,, 1 1, 12, 1 6, 17, ; 18, 19 , and , ,20, with- ' 
myiBg in detail what the cases were , (mimbers 9 and iO related to 
pri-vate properly and not to Chiefships , numbers 11. 12, 16, 17, 18 and 10 
were examples ot Karewa marriage among the Maujha Sikhs ; nmnber 20 
related to a principality of Cbandel Kajpufcs, %vho observed ooilateral 
'■ miccession ; of other cases, he talks in detail). 


JJ, The three cases were ^ {a) A mar Singh /of .Patiala .threw, the: sheet over the ' 
brother’s widows, who died without m.ale heirs, and in virtue of thi« union 
obtained whole of his villages and personal property ; (6) Hamir Singh of 
Kabha threw the sheet over the widow of his heiriess brother- Kapur Singh 
and took all his property, and (c) Sardul Singh obtained Sudh Singh’s estate ' 
by marrying his widows. 




Clerk said ; ** Thus these three instances- of collateral mhentBme which 
are all that occur in the histories of the principle Phulksan families, px*ove 
clearly enough' by. the manner in , which in each case the inheritanoe was 
obtained by the brother, that even ' they had no established law in their 


■ r 
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collaterally.^ In proof of the statement he was making, Clerk said that 
these very cases had been cited by the Chiefs in support of * Karewa ' 
miarriage,.. when 'Murray had called:;for' the instances of such marriages 
cccurring in their families,^. 

■Clerk then took more -important cases, set forth by the 
■ChMs, ■ giving. in .each case.^ 

Clerk then quoted the following extract from the papers of 
'■the Chiefs. : — - 

'"It would seem that Jind has been taken possession of by 
the British Government, in consequence of the descendants of 
Bhup Singh, having received a separate maintenance and having 
long lived apart from, the elder branch of the family; but there is 
nothing unusual in the circumstances, but on the contrary it is in 
exact conformity with the uniform practice of the Houses of Phul- 
kian and Bhaikian in which the eldest son always succeeded ■ to 
the whole estate, with the exception of small portions set apart 
for the maintenance of the younger children/^' ' Clerk then went 
on to say that the very same Cheifs had declared before Ochterlony in 
1816 and in the case of Ajit Singh of Patiala that equal par- 
tition was the rule of succession in the Phulkian and Bhaikian 
Houses and in the lesser Phulkian families^ 



1. This poiat of view was aot accepted by the G<' vernment. 

2 As already mentioned, Hurray, while discussing the claim adi'anced by Frem 


Kan war of Thanesar, the widow of Punjab Singh, to the e»t%te left by hot 
deceased husband had given ten ejcamples.of ^Karewak 

Sea Appendix V to Chapter III,, 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1886, B. N. 82. L. N. ISO. 

6. Here the first reference is to the dispute between Karam Singh and Ba^awa 
Singh of Bazidpur and Badrnkian r^pootively. Jrhs second point has been fatly 

discussed in the previous pages of the monograph. : . 
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So cleife was of the view that the testimonv of the Chief.,- 
was not very reliable and that « their Jaw of descent is not to 
discovered from^ the statements prepared for snch occasion as the 
present". It was very significant, added Qerk, that for ten inontlis, 
during which Mai Sahib Kunwar conducted the admin istra fen of Jind 
after the death of Sangat Singh, the Phulkiaii aiiefs or their agent 
did not hint at there being any one with a superior dairo to her- 
self and the other widows. Now they had made -better and mor,. 
permanent prospective" teims with Sarup Singh, and were therefore 
lending their support to his claims Oerk said that he was pomtiml 
out these inconsistendes "not in diqjaragement of the claim of 
Sarup Sin^ or that of Ms cousin Sukha Singh but only that the 
case of claimants may be judged on its own merits.” He advised 
Government to weigh very carefuDy the claims of different candi- 
dates to the Jind GhiefsMp, as its dedsion rvould have in cadcnJable 
consequences and fundamentally affect the rdations between the 
cParamount power and the Protected Princes. Moreover, the rales jt 
succession declared to have been laid down by Mareav, did not 
oonteraplate a case as that of Jind.^ Out of riventy casi set forth 
by the Chiefs, only one of Kakrala ^vas the instance of colateral succe- 
ion in the Bhaikian family of Kaithal. It had hem alluded ts 
sby Sarup Singh in Ms representation, referred to % the Nabia 
Minister-Mnnshi Isbar Singh-in support of his minister's daiin and 
al^ quoted by the agents of the Hmikian rulers in tlie papers sub - 

mitted by them to the Government. But the deGisio0 M thr- 

Kakrala case ^ was not founded on any jaece^ent. 


J. Clerk to .MetcBlfe, NoveiaW 30,18SS, B. H. 82, 1. JST.. ISO. 
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Clerk next took up the question of customs in regard to possession 
acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh. If a case like Jind were to 
occur in the supremacy of any Hindu Government, then the Chief- 
ship would either revert to the Raja or be restored under a new grant 
to a relative of the deceased on payment of a Nazrana or be conferred 
on some other Chief at the pleasure of the sovereign. Under the 
supremacy of Maharaja Ranjit Singh, it would be resumed, obsprving 
no distinction as to the nature of the different possessions. Sarup 
Sinzh was trying to claim all the Jind territory, irrespective of the fact 
how it was acquired. Clerk was strongly opposed to such a claim as 
it would bring the heirs of o*:her branches . f the Jind House also 
into the field.^ Besides Gajpat Singh’s possessions, Sarup Singh was 
claiming all the territories acquired by his descendants subsequent 
to the separation of Bazidpur branch in the person of Bhup Singh. 
Clerk felt that his claim should be restricted to the possession of the 
ancestor from whom he was trying to inherit-that is the territory 
ruled and acquired by Gajpat Singh only. As we shall see, this point 
of view was ultimately accepted by the Supreme Govrnment, which only 
allowed Sarup Singh to succeed to the portion of the Jind territory 
acquired by Gajpit Singh. 

The decision in the Jind case was announced in January 1837, 
and conveyed to Clerk by Metcalfe in a letter dated Fabruary I|, 
1837,2 in the following words:- 


I Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1836, B, N. 82, L. N. 180. 

Clerk 8a!d : « But supposing his claim to the Jind Chiefship be 
admitted, it would seem that if his right be not restricted to the posses- 
sion of the ancestor, as a descendant from whom he prefers his claim 
the principle would admit also the right of the Nabha Baja, of the heirs of 
Bulaki Sinph and of Mehar Singh to share in the acquisitions of Glajpat 
Singh’s acquisitions,,.^’ 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, B, N. 37, L. N, U. 

As prophesied hy Clerk, the decision proved to be a momentous 
one as it laid down tlib policy of Government towards the Phulkian States 
of Patiala, Nabha, .Jind until after the mutiny when the right of adoption 
was granted. Kaithal ceased to exist as a state in 1843 in putsimpam of 
tbia award of Government* ^ ^ 


[ 170 ] 


. 2. , ^ It.-. has., bsea , resolved . by the .Right ..Honourable the 

' , Goveriior-Generai ,of.^ India. . in ' .Council to recognise- .,,t.he ., right " of ' - 

Sardar - Sarap . Singh ^ to succeed ' . to the . possessions ." of h-is great ' 

" grand-father •.Gajp.at. ', Singh,- and.^ accordingly to. relinquish , to Sariip ■ 

Singh . ...the tracts . of... country generally which belonged' to fats'. ancestor. 
.Ga|pat..'..Sin.gh:,. who.m ..he de.ri.ves his .title with the. exception . 

V."^.''to.;''.'hereafte'r^;.iioticed. 

' '.3.' The possessions which .were granted by Maharaja Ranjit' .'V 
Singh subsequently to the treaty of 1809, are to made over to 
.. the .officers of His Highness.. 

4. Ludhiana and all the' other possessions acquired by the 
descendants of Gajpat Singh, subsequently to the death of that Chief and 
before the year 1809, have lapsed to the British Government. 

5. The net profits (if any) which ha?e been realized by us froma 
the possessions about to be transferred to Maharaja Ran jit Singh or Rajs 
Sarup Singh, since the date of our occupancy are to be paid to Hi 
Highness and Sarup Singh respectively. 

■ 7. The estimated reve'nue should be exhibited -in order that ■ His .. 

Honour may ha'^e the data on 'which -.to -ground an opinion as to what 
proportion of the subsistence allowance which shall be awarded to the 
widows should be contributed by Sarup -Singh and what portion by the 
British Governnaent. You are directed to consult Sarup Singh as to the 
aniouiit of provision to be settled' on the different claimants. 

8. You will proceed to Jind and there instal Raja Sarup Singh 
on the part of the British Government and make over to him the fcerrh 
tories of his ancestor Gajpat Singh. 

j 9. Care must takOT not to transfer to Raja Sarup Singh those 
IsndS’W’heihtr beldhging Gajpat Singh or not, which were conquered 


by our arms from the Mahrattas iu IbOS. 18094810 and 1818 respectiwly . 
and afterwards sui reptitiously occupied by the Chief of Jind. 

10. The discussions that have taken place in consequence of the 
claim of Sarup Singh to Jind Ppincipality have induced the Supreme 
Government to consider what rule onght to be observed for succession to 
property in the Sikh states— it is the opinion of the Government that 
as regards the four principal Chiefships of Patiala, Jind, Kaithal and 
Nabha, the principality should devolve entire to the nearest male heir 
and to the exclusion of females. With regard to all the other Sikh 
Chiefships or estates, the custom of the family must be ascertained in each 
case by the best evidence procurable^ "" , ' 


l. The above despatch was basetl on a despatch from the Secretary to the Govern- 
Bicnt of India, Political I'epfntmeDt to the Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, dated 
January 16, 1S37, (B. K, 37, p, 42, and B. N. 150. p. 57), It ran a*? followis 

** His Lordship in Connci] regrets to find that it is almost impioctieable 
. to lay down any general rules for succession to property in the Sikh States. 
The information now furnished so far from affording any new light on the 
snbjeet tends only to confirm the remarks contained in Captain Murx’ay’s paper 
on the rules and customs ot the Sikhs to the effect that the rules of succes- 
sion to landed property in the Sikh states are arbitrary and are variously modi- 
fied in accordance to the usages, the interests and prejudices of different 
families nor is it practicable to reduce the anomalous system to a fixed 'and 
lending principle. ' ■ ■ ; ■ . ' ' . 

4. I am desired to observe that the Governor-General in Council cann^ fc 

concur in the opinion expressed by the agent at Delhi -that the claim of ti e 

widows in the case of the Jind succession would to be streiigthened by 

the facts recorded in the precedents. It 'is, true that in view of the*!e 
cases when the brothers 'succeeded ,, they married' the widows of thedasl 
possessors but it by* no' means ' follows, /that' the succession would bo ! have 
taken place ' without such ceremony, '.atill less that the widows would have 
succeeded’ to ' the prejudice ’ of, 'the male heir, had no Such oeremony mm 
performed."'-' ' ‘ ■'■''■■■ ‘■:4 

Cofdimed on next psge 
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was not satisfied by: the decision of the 
Goveminent to restore only the lands acquired by Gajpat Singh to Sarup 
Singh,.; he oalled it a '* failure of justice^’. Naturally the Governor* 
Genera b Lord Auckland, protested against the use of this term and said 
tliat:theBrit^ shown “ mdulgeat consideration” to 

the;'o.laims''of'Surap Singh.^ ' 

■ '"'S^ Clerk wrote to Metcalfe, that Sarup 

Singh had fixed upon the 9th instant as an auspicious day ana 


Continued from page 171 

5. When authorities are so conflicting and tb© practice so unsettled 
as they appear to be in the tract of the country referred to, His Lordship 
in Council is of opinion that some general principle should, where practic- 
able, be established by the British Government and every consideration of 
justice and policy seems to require that as regards the four princioal Chiefships 
of Patiala, Jind, Kaithal and Nabha, the rule ought to be that the estate 
should devolve entire to the nearest male heir according to Hindu Law and to 
the exclusion of females. With regard to all the other Sikh estates the 
custom of the family must be ascertamed in each instance by the best 
evidence procurable* 

6. Applying the above principle to the case of Jind, Sarup Sin<ih 
would unquestionably appear to have the best claim, but h© can have no 
more than was possessed by his great grand-father, Gajpat Singh, through 
whom he derives his title. ’’ 

Lord Auckland wrote to Raja Sarup Singh on June 19, 1837, assuring 
him that British Government had always been guided by “ the principleB of 

justice and equity”, adding ; ‘%.....on these principles alone, your claim 

to the vacant ‘ gaddi ’ of the late Baja Sangat Singh was recognised as valid 
(B* N* 37, p. 221). 

The letter of the Lieutenant-Governor, North-West Provinces, also conveyed 
the same sentiments, (B, N. 37, p. 221). 

I Metcalf© to Clerk, August 17, 1S37, B. N* 37^ L. N* 73, 

' 

liOrd Auckland wrote ; ** I am surprised at the allusion you have made 
to the Jind case and regret to find that you insinuate a failure of justice 
instead of acknowledging in common with all persons the indulgent considera- 
'^ion which has been shown to the claims of Sarup Singh to thatChiefship/* 
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that he would place him oe-, the ■■*gaddr' at Jind on that day.^ 
He also meetioned that , the Sardar' wanted ; to be invested with a 
^'Khillat® of^ succession by. the British Government. Clerk informed 
the Agent at Delhi that., in the * Toshakhana’ . at Ambala were lying 
a 'Kalgi% a ‘^sarpeoh*’ of Murray's time and' a valuable sword 
presented to him (Gierk) by Maharaja Ranj it Singh; that these 
articles^ with the addition of clothes, of about the value of 
Rs. 300 would constitute a good 'Khillat' which will prove accept- 
able to the Raja elect. Metcalfe agreed with the proposal but he 
wantd a Nazrana from the Sardar equal in |valae to the articles 
presented.^ The Agent also began making arrangements to pay to 
Sarup Singh the surplus revenues of the estate, after paying over 
all establishment — Sadar and Mufassil, He also wanted to deduct the 
exppBS^s of the 1st Local Horse employed in Jind, and the expense of 
troops used in suppressing the rebellion in Balwali,’* 

On March 9 1837, Clerk wrote that Raja Sarup Singh^ ascended 
the ^gaddi' of Jind on the 8th instead of 9bh, and that he was 
present to invest him. He then described the investiture ceremony.® 

In a letter addressed to Metcalfe,® dated May 9, 1837, 
Clerk enclosed the two *Kharitas' sent by Sarup Singh, one to the Qover- 
nor-General, and the other to the Lieutenat- Governor » He also 


L Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 6. 

% Metcalfe to Clerk, March 14, 1837, B.H. 37, L.N.24. 

Metcalfe inquired about the ‘‘supposed’* value of Sarpech, Kalgi and sword, 
etc. (B.N. 37, L,N.20, March 14, 1837) 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 183^7,- B;N. 83, L.N. 0. 

The expenses of the 1st Local Horse amounted to Rs. 10540/16/", of Begam 
Samru‘8 troops Rs.S09l/3/i0; the expense incurred in the suppression cf Baiawa 
revolt was Rfl.227S/§/- L.N,33, p.. 93. and B.N.30, p. 107), 

4. Sarup Singh proved to be a conscientious and successful :uler — Calcutta Review, 

Oetober-Becember, 1844, p.- 190, . . ■ ' > - " ‘ 

■6. aerktoMefeaife, B,K. 83, 

6. Olerlt toMetotJvi©, B.H. 83, L. 
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SBliBiitted tfe Samp 

■B'ni#'',<ieslred^'' 'Clerk and Metcalfe liiit, bein^ 

told that it ' tb<^ orders' of Government, bad to drop 

tbe Idea. ■' Gov'ern'tn'ent in the form of presents, 
a fact which it' disliked, Metcalfe thought^ ^ that the Na.zrana shonld 
hawe been in 'the form -of moBey/-'one hundred gold' mohnrs'; ' wontd; 
have been enough; a Nazrana, in' the form' of presents .had too rn'nch^^ 
the I appearance of equality and, did not ..mark the relative posi.tfon '.of ' 
the parties, Metcalfe adding in concln'sion that it was not the am.onnt ' 
blit the principle involved ■ which had ■ to . be considered.^ By the ■ 
persuasion of Clerk, Sarup Singh presentf'd a Kazar of gold moburs. 
for the 'Oovernor-General and a Kazar of 50 Mohors for the Lieutenant- 
Governor,® 

It was the earnest desire of Raja Sarup Singh, since the day 
of his accession, to recover the rest of the Jind territory. He wrote 
to the Agra Government to that effect though Clerk fully explained 
the grounds on which the British Government had thought proper to 
keep in possession pertain of the territories ruled by Sangat Singh,^ 


1, Metcalfe to Clerk, June 5, ISS'ir-B, ,S5. 


2. The Court of Directors expressed their approval of the LieotcrtaBf -Goveraor’s 
action in having ‘‘required to presentation of a Komr on bis instalmentj, 
of '"a-'inore ■ exchange of -.Khillat,” ' ■ 

B. N. S8, p. 60, extract of Para 20 of the Despatch of the Court of Direc»' 
tors, October 24, Ho, 60 of 1838, 

Sangat Singh bad on his accession ' offered a Nazar of ^51 gold' mchurs’ 


Metcalfo iu alafcfcar of Juao 16, replied, as follows^- 

“Yoh are requested to apprise the Eaja that having succeeded 
to the possession of his ancestor, Raja 6aj pat Singh, he has obtained 
aO that is considered to be his due and that Eaja Sangat Singh having 
difd without issue, the rest of his territory, which did not belong 
to any ancestor of the present Eaja, is deemed to have lapsed in 
part to the British Govcrnmeut and in part to Maharaja Ranjit 
Singh.” 


I. .MctcalfB fo C.'erk, June 15, 1S37, B. N. 37, B. N. 57. 

Samp Siiigh was in possession of half of Mudki, which had io be returned 
to Ranjit Singh, aud wanted to recover the British haif and delivered a written 
representation to Clerk who believed that the moiety of Mudki had been 
granted to the Jind Chief before 1809 and as such had lapsed to the Govern- 
mt-nt (B, N, 88, L. N 25, June 28, Clerk suggested to Metcalfe that 

some otiier villages might be taken from Sarup Singh in lieu of lialf of Mudki, 
Metcalfe in reply said that the Mudki question had been settled once for ail 
by the orders of Government and that no further orders were necessary 
' {B. N, 37, L. 1^. 62). If Raja Samp Singh desired an exchange, his proposal 
could be tfkea into consUoration if it came seriously from him; Metcalfe 
ohservf.'d t It is not desirable that any such arraiigarnoat should be pro- 
posed by us with any chance of its being objected to 
<B. N. 37. L. N, 62, July 14, 1837). 

About bis occupation of the Sikh half of Mudki, Sarup Singh urged 
that there could be no necessity fpr displacing his authority uzitil Mahara/a, 
Ranjit Singh desired to ocouf-y it. Clerk was of the opuiion that the 
arrangement was preferable to soliciting Maharaja Ranjit Singh to introduce 
his authority in Mudki (B. 83, L. N. 25, June 28, 1837), 

On January 2, 1838, Metcalfe seht to Clerk copies of correspundence 
exchanged between Sarup Singh and the- Lieutenant-Governor ; Eaja Sarup 
Singh laid claim ** to the remamder of the Jind possessiona ” but the 
latter refused to entertain the Eaja’s elaim, 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 2, 1838# L, H. 1* 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governof, Hovember 25, 1831, B. N, 38, p. 2, 
Lieutenant-Governor to Sarup Singh,, December* 16, 1837, B. H* 38, p* 2* 

Samp Singh to Hamilton, Hcv€mher“25* I83T, B. H»38*p, 2. 

Hamilton to Sarup Singh* Becemher _ .16*: ^ IS37*_.B, H* 38, p.3% 


cm 1 


Tbe Court of Directors, ^to whom the Jind question lia<3 beea; 

' reported, were' taka a more liberal Fiew of the inheritane^^^ 
'of 'Sarup ,vSiogh^^^ would be clear from the following extract:^ ' 

'does B'dt appear 'whether the whole of the possessions of Jind ' famllv,^ 
since acquired from ' Gaj pat Singh’s time were obtained by, grant either 

the Briti^^h Government orits predeessors.' 
If '^^ any portion '. were acquired otherwise as for dnatance, by conquest,; 
we cannot perceive on what grounds it can lapse to Government, Such 
possessions, we should conceive, ought to pass to the next heir Sarup 
Sin^h, as private property, under simiUr circumstances, would do, and 
the fact that the territory may so pass is proved by numerous instances 
produced by the agents of the four Phulkian Chiefs, 

You will, therefore, inform us whether any part of the territory, 
which has been assumed by the British Government, comes within 
this principle; if so, you will consider whether it ought not be justice to 
be made over to Sarup Singh/’ 

Macnaghten, Secretary to the Government of India; accordingly 
enquired from Clerk how the whole of the possessions of the Jind family, 
since Gaj pat Singh's time, were acquired,® 

Clerk replied: "The whole of possessions of the Jind family, 
acquired since Ga jpat Singh's time, were obtaind by grant from Gajpat 
Singh or British Government®", Therefore, tne despatch only expressed 
a pious wish and Sarup Singh could not get any territory beyond what 


1. B.H. p222. Extract from a letter ftrom the Court of Directors, Ho, 28, dated' 

2. Maooaghten to Cierfe, August 4, 1838,- B.H,88, L.H.43, 

3. Clerk to Maonaljhteii, August 10, 18SS,' B.H, 83, B.H, SO, 
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had been awarded to him by the Supreme OoTerament. Butt this did 
not appear to satisfy him as even as late as in I)eoeml>er 1844, he 
put forward a claim to Ludhiana, Morinda and Bassia.^ 

Another problem that Sarup Singh had to face was that of 
the mother and the widows of Raja Sangat Singh. They were 
indignant at the accession of the Chief of Bazidpur, whom they regar- 
ded as a usurper and an interloper. They made repeated complaints 
to the Government of cruelty, and ill-treatment, shown to them by the 
nev/ Raja.® Sarup Singh wanted to win them over an l after a few 

1. Broadfoot to Secretary, Agra Government, December 7, 1844, B, H: 104, 
L. N.,1L. 

Thornton, Secretary at Agra, wrote to Broadfoot on December 28, 
1844, in regard to the claims preferred by Sarup Singh to Ludhiana, Morinda 
and Basia, as follows : — 

You will inform the Baja of Jind that neither in writing nor verbally 
can any claim of his to the resumed portions of the Jind territory be enter- 
tained. The Honourable the Court of Directors have finally sanctioned the 
resumption of these Parganas and the British Government cannot suffer the 
stability of property to be shaken by the existence of doubts regarding the 
maintenance of rule over states which they have once fommliy annexed to 
their dominions (B. N. 8'SA, L. N. 99). 

This refusal of Government greatly annoyed Sarup Singh whose be- 
haviour in October and JSovemhor, IS45 was punished by a heavy fine which 
was, however, remitted in view af the services he later on rendered. 

2, B. N. 37, LL. N. 82 (p. 265-66, August 23, 1837) and 114 (p. 406-14, JSovember, 
1837). ....From Mai 8ahib Kunwar and Bani Sabha Kunwar, two petitions to 

Clerk, complaining against Sarup Singh They even petitioned Metcalfe at 

Delhi (p. 267-70, August 23, 1837) and the Lieutenant-Governor, l^orth West 
Province (p, 271-88, August 23, 1837). 

Also see ; Metcalfe to Clerk, August 21, 1837, B. N. 37, L. 79. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 7, 1837, B. H. 37^ L. N. 86. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, October 16, 1837, B, K. 83, L. H. 48. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 3, .1837, B. H. 83, L. N. 85. 

Haddock to Clerk, July 27, 1839, B. N. 39, L. N. 39. 

Their complaints were that Sarup Singh had plundered property woirth 
lakhs from Jind and had conveyed it to Bazidpur and that he had tried to 
violate the sanctity of their Zenana and so on. (B* H. 37, L. N. 114* Samp 
Bingb also complained against them,(B., Hr 38, L. H. 23, May 30,, 1837}' — ^for 
example Mai Sahib Kunwar refused ''to, accept the allowance made to her by 
SSarup Singh (B. H. 38, p# 114). ■ 


weeks of ' had a long talk with ' Clerk, ^ e 

lhelr :';m Raja of Patiala 'was'' anxions' to: 

latentions ' of them and urged Clerk, With ' whom ' 

:'he: : had a private talk to recom to GoTemment to . abstain from 

.all Interference regarding the widows,^ The Raja said that, 'he wonH 
prevail upon them -to marry - Sarnp Singh. This was,: being ::;do:ne'^^b^ 
the Eaja, added Clerk, -in order to silence all opposition to Samp Singh. 
Clerk had a long talk with Sardar Ran jit Singh, the father of Sabha 
Kanwar, about the matter. He replied that he would be guided by 
the wishes of his daughter and wanted Clerk to postpone for a 
month the question of her provision. Samp Singh also expressed the 
same wish and Clerk, therefore, agreed to abide by their wishes. The 
junior widows would be determined in their choice by the decision 
of Sabha Kanwar, the senior widow. In regard to her provision, the 
Raja was willing to give her additional allowance of Rs. 3277/7/- 
a year; she was already in possession of lands worth about Rs. 4100 
per annum; he was averse to any further increase.® 

The reply of Metcalfe^ was that there should be no inter- 
ference “in regard to the provision to be made for the widows 
of the late Raja of Jind until the result of the endeavours to 
affect their marriage with the present Raja shall be known.'* The 
provision proposed to be granted for Sabha Kanwar was considered 
ample by him. 


L Clerk to Metcalfe, June ^8, 18S7, B. JSf. 83, L., H. 25. 

2, TWd. The Board of Directors had desired the provision to the widows to b®' 
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On July 27, 1837,’ Clerk informed Metcalfe that Sarup Singh had 
proposed to assign to the two widows of Sangat gingh—Sabha Kunwar 
and Eani Sukhan- a village each and some daily allowance. He had 
married the third widow and would have married the two above also, had 
they been willing to contract. the alliance.® When Eani Sabha Kunwar 
again complained, Clerk wrote : “.........It appears that annoyances to 

which the Eani is subjected, arose from the interference of the Eaja with 
the arrangements of the Zenana in which she resides and in particular the 
appointment of officers, whose employment is offensive to the Rani to 
superintend such arrangements®......” Clerk was not prepared to interfere 

in these squabbles ; in reality, as Clerk said, she had not taken kindly to 
the accession of Sarup Singh.® Metcalfe authorised Clerk to adopt such 
measures as he thought proper to prevent further complaints from the 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 27, 1837, B. N. 83, h. N. 34. 

2. Ranis Sabha Kunwar and Sukhan complained that Sarup Singh had taken 

away Rani Tibba Wali, the third Rani of Sangat Singh and added : “• we 
would have served the same fate had it not been for the protection and bra- 
very of our sepoys ” (B. N. 37, L. N. 114, p. 409. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 3, 1837* B< N..83, B. 86. 

4. Clerk said: ‘.However, oonoiliatory the Baja’s conduct might be, it is pro- 

beble that her smise of her own suprafiot tights may nevertheless: incline her 
always to maintain at least that degree of estrangement which hw long 
subsisted between the former Chiefs erf Jlnd and the farndy of Ba,a Iterup 
Singh 
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■ ^ widows „of' Sangat; SiBgb.^;. ^ Clerk Va.gaiii; iBformed'' ;M^ 
;tha/fe.ihe agOKts the "Ram had presented petition^; ^ 
.behalf of their ■emplo3^ers to be forwarded to Government ; he added that 
he had, ; also told „ them that they must ■ ■ consider ' the ' question . ' of ^ Jini 
guccessioii as decided and,, that 'they '-should', advise " both the ladies to 
:reeonciJe-,-:tlieui selves to Go .of,Ea-Ja 'Sarup Singh.^ But Clerk 

added : Of this, I liave not much 'ex?>ee..ta.tioii.’' . 'The Supreme Govern- 
ment-'refM^ dispute ; it after,' concurring 'with -' the 

fientiments expressed by: Clerk, wanted the Political ,' Agent to -take -a 
suitable opportumty of expressing to the Raja, the gratification which It 
W'ould' feel at " learning that the Ranis had been deprived of all ground „ of 
complaint,^ So no heed was paid to their complaints and the diminished 
state of dind, despite their opposition, Ipassed to a collateral of Sangat, 

' Singh— Sarup Singh of Bazidpur.^ 


I-,:, ., Metcalfe, to Olerk, S©pteio,ber"''l,: 1837, B. 'N. 87,,„L» - ' 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 15, 1837, B. N. 83, L, N. 48. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 8, 1888, -B. N, 38,, L. N. 12. 

Macnaghtento Metcalfe, March 3, 1838, B N. '38, p, 48, and extra'Ct of letter 
Ko, 232 of February 16, addressed to Macnaghtea by'^^Metcalfe (p, 49). 

4. Sarup.,- Singh .stood by the British Government during the first and second 
Sikh Wars, when many of the Cis-Sutlej' Chiefs were either lukewarm or openly 
hostile. He also served Government,. ih the crisis of 1857 wiih unparalleled 

.. zeal and energy, so much so that according to Griffin, the British Government 
had never had an ally more true and loyal in heart than Sarup Singh. . 


[181 3 


4. The Lapse of Kailhal 

The Bhaikian principality of , KaJthal was the moat important 
state which lapsed to the British' ■ Government in 1S43. Its annexation 
aroused great misgivings in the 'minds of the Cis-Satlei Chiefs. In 
Kaithal itself, it led to an outbreak which had to be suppressed forcibly 
before the town could be occupied. To understand all that happened, 
we must know the geneological table of the ■ Kaithal family.^ 

Bhai Gtsrbaksh Singh. 

Died 1786 


Gurdaa 

Dhana 

Desu 

Takht 

Sukha 

Bud ha 

Singh 

(died 

child* 

Singh 

1 

Singh 

died 

Singh 

died 

Singh 

i 

Singh 

died 

1 

1781. 

K84, 

1 

1768. 

less).' 

i 

1 


i 



Karam 

Singh 

died 

1810, 

His 

widow 

Bhag- 

bhari 

died 

1818 . 

1 


Lai Behai 
Singh Singh 
died died 
1818. 1783. 


Gurdit 

Singh 

died 

1800. 


Singh 

died 

1822. 


Partab 

Singh 

died 

1823. 


Udai 

Singh 

died 

1843. 


Punjab Gulab Sangat 
Singh Singh. Singh, 
died 
1836, 


Daughter 

Rattan 

Knnwar. 


THE KAITHAL FAMILY. THE ARNOWLI BROTHERS. 


-Th. Table has been taken from Lawrence’s Report on Kaitbal. pr^ared by 
hil when he was in Nepal, bearing the date April 26. 1844. and the Table 

jt i XI o. compared to that glvea by Griffin 

Bndha Singh was the 

senioritv of the other four h«:othdr?. He .does not mentis Smgn. 

LlndibytawrWce. Tbis, ^oW. 
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Bliai Giirbaksk Singh' was the founder of the GhiefsMp,^' Kaithal 
:w'as coiiquered, by .Desii Sliigh from some .Afghaos. After .the death,:,. of 
D.e8ii Singh, his second son, Bhai Lai. Singh secured it, after killing ,;hif 
: elder: bro.ther, Behai Singh. He much eniirged his teiritory by.' .new 
acquisitions and was the greatest of the Cis-Satle| Chiefs, afier\ 
of Patiala, at the tijiie.' of the Proclamation' of 1809. Bhai Lai Sii.igh.:':W'ag;..,..; 
..succeeded' in ,.1818 , by, hiS: elder son Partab Singh who .reigned till 182^ 
He was follo^fed by his younger brother, Bhai Udai Singh, ,\¥ho was ..the ■: 
last .of .the,, rme., and die I in ,184,3 leaving -no- heirs. His nearest collaterale ' 
were, Giilab Singh and Sangat Singh, of ■ Arno wli, the great' grand-son '.of 
B'ha! G.urb,aksh Singh. , 


1. Clerk gave the early history of the Bbais in these words.* *«Th© Bhais of Kaithal 
are descended from emigrants from Jaisalmer, some centuries ago, like the 
Phulkian family of Sikhs, settled as a pasture people in the jungle country. 
They are descended from the same stock as the Fhulkians, that is the familie a, 
of Patiala, Jind, Nabha and the Maharajkian Sikhs. They subsequently b(5came 
jSamindars and Chaudhris, paying revenue to the Mohammadao Government, 
until one or them attending on the Sikh Guru in the Punjab, received from him 
the familiar affiliation of Bhai, which the family has continued ever since, as 
its distinguishing title and he was held in a certain degree of reverence. 

Bhai Gurbaksh Singh, the common ancestor of Kaithal and ArnowU 
Houses and tb© founder of the Chiefship, was a principle leader among th® 
Sikhs when they fought their great ba tie with the Mohamm adans at Sarbind 
in 1763 

Bhai Besu Singh, the grand-father- of Bhai Udai Singh possessed himself 
of Kait-hal from the Mohsmmadans about fifty years ago and mad© it his chief 
place of residence,** {B. N. 88A, L. 'N. I). In his letter, dated February 15, 
184^, Richmond also gave an account of the acquisition of Kaithal territory 
by Bhai Lai Singh. (B N. 88 A, p. 242-44). According to him, the territory was 
acquired **by force or by fraud**' (B. H. S8A, L. H 94). Richmond perhapsfor- 
got that kingdoms generally owe their origin to force or fraud. In another 
letter written in October 1815 , Richmond , discussed the same point at great 
length (B. N. 88A, L. N. §7/p. 288—^-302)*. But the beat account is from the pen 
of Major Lawrence who was put in charge of Kaithal by- Clerk. In this connec- 
tion, »©©;B; K. 8SA, L. 98, . 

Al$oseeGriff|n*s; **The _ihe;Fj|iBjab **, p,48-4^ (fpotno^)*„ 
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The British Government bad been expecting the death of 
Bhai XJdai Singh for some years owing to his bad health. In 18::6. 
Clerk had reported that he had a paralytic stroke and that his 
death was daily expected.^ A few months later, he wrote that it 
was believed that the Bhai of Kaithal was on his death bed. 
Government preferred to occupy the state which would lapse to it as 
the Bhai had no son. The Phulkian Chiefs, depending on the prece- 
dent of 1837 when Sarup Singh of Bazidpur had been deehred 
as the Raja of Jind by Government, wanted Gulab Singh of Arnowli 
to succeed to the Kaithal ‘gaddi’.a 

But Udai Singh lived on. In November 1836, he sent his 
Diwan, Tulsi Ram and his confideniial agent, Mehtab Singh, to 
meet Clerk and tell him that the Patiala Ruler had visited him at 
Kaithal and recommended a member of Arnowli branch to be made 
an heir, but that the Bhai had pointed out to the Patiala chief 
that he knew of no such right of Arnowli family; and that in order 
to convince the Raja that he was in earnest, he had dismissed from 
Kaithal all members of that family sent thither on the plea of 
inquiring about his health. 

On Clerk questioning them about their views and those of the 
Bhai in the matter of successtion, the Diwan and the agent stated 
that neither the Bhai nor they much considered the subject because they 
hoped for the Bhai's recovery. But Clerk suspected that most probably 
the claims of ^uraj Kanwar, the wife of Bhai .would be favourably 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1838, Bj, N. 83, Xj. N. 44. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 3Q,,18^> P- N. 82,. L. N. 180, 
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^etttertaloed . ,:by ■ the; Kaithal , .authorities., ■ This lady helomged , . to . the 
.fa,mily,::.,of.:'. B.allabhgarli .of which ".tli.e.-' 'Dlwan . .was ,, also, a member.^ 

The^^ managed to .survive, until in March 1843,.' ".his 
;ooiiditio:n ao; grave that 'the Clerk who was at that time. 

'■'actingv.as'..',,,^a^^ to 'the court- of. Lahore,, wrote 'to his- . a.ssis.thnt.. 

Greatbed: '‘The Bhai of ' Kaithal bemg again suffering fro,m one of 
those dangerous ' 'attacks of,: Illness to which '^for. four years , past;', he 

has been subject you will be prepared, in the event of his 

■demise, to march 'from your camp in - the vicinity and take, the 
Parganas of the Kaithal territory under the protection of th# 
British Government/’^ 

A Proclamation, to be issued in the event of the death of 
the Bhai, was also enclosed.^ 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, No^rember 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 

2, Clerk to Greatbed March 13, 1843, B. 88 A, L. N. 2. 

The Pargana of Gujjarmal, conferred by the Lahore ruler on Bhai Lai 
Singh of Kaithal in 1812 was to revert to him, and the Parganas which were to 
devolve on the Bhai of Arnow^li were also mentioned (B. N. 88A, L* N. 94). 

The Paragana were those which foimed the territory of Bhai GurUaksh 
Bingh, as the Bhais of Arnowii would only inherit through him, their common 
ancestor. Here also, the British authorities were the following the precedent 
of Jind; Sarup Singh had been only given the territory of Gajpat Singh, 
his ancestor. 

Again, the British Government was following the policy it adopted in 
Jind in the matter of acqijisitions granted to the Cis- Sutlej Chiefs hy Banjit 
Singh, which, if made after 1809, were returnable to the donor. 

S. Clerk observed to Gr^athei : “ You will introduce an ' administration and our 
occupation of Thanas as far as possible, by means of old officers.,,. ..of the 
. Bhai’s Government avoiding all sadden sweeping changes of persons or things. 

.You will guarantee the adjustment of arrears due to troops or civil 

establishment, -With regard to 'the personal estate; including treasure 

which is supposed to be considerable, it should be proper that you should 
apprise the Kaithal mimstry that its members will be jointly and severally 
held responsible by the British Government for a true account of it **. 
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On the ssme day, Clerk wrote to Colonel R n 
commanding at Ambala, to furnish Creatbed wifh 
Native Infantry for the proteetion of bis earap and f 
wthority while annexing certain Parganas to th T ®"®*a«iing his 
&at India Company.* Clerk had already directed on 
from Ambala to join Grf.lhed. S***N 


Th„„a.o„. _ 

o. JU«h !8, Clerk I 

te Greeted . "•■‘•w f,„„ 

»n«dp„i„„ otthe deetk of Bid Cdd Sineh '' 

l»«i eailrd «w,y to Foroaopur, Clerk hoiii « k«d 

"-od .0 tk. oidd.; d SL.d'tko,: ■“ 

tion to «ecute whatever instmetions were riven *'"*“• 

added that he had been apprised of the dith of I nT' 

«curr«l i„ Bre oorly houro of ao WmiPB o. M.r4 .f 


Talking of the state of Kaitbal, Clerk aaM thn* 
Targanas, yielding an annual rerenue ofone lakh r 
fivM. to BW Qolob Siogb, a* COM of ir!o,r, 

••« Pf BW Gorbokoh Siogbo 


J. 

X 


Clerk to Bolton, Mwch 13 , 1843 , B. N, 88 A, L. K. 3 . 
Clwrk to IhomasoD. Merob 16 , 1843 , B. K. 168 . L. N, 34 . 


3. 


Deapatoh of tbe.Court of Bireator.,,, H o. 33 of 1843. dated October 26 
1843 (B. N. 88A, ^ N, 16). The relev^t extracts, were s •• On the death 
, -‘W.«meoflJd.i&ngb.Bhaior^^^ BriacipJ ^ 

^ theP«y«ted|t*tcpo|de^^ BhaiOuIab Singh of AmhwH 

Z ^ ^•^l^ wWoh.wmetimee 

V in 18 ^“ P*"*^ to *»« state of J %3 

m I 8 f 7 k tta «,lWt« 4 l hmr of Kaithal hwbeendeemed entitled to.n«S 


, , , Coniinmi on ntx^- poet 


[ 186 ] 


tlio Pargana of Kaiital would escheat to /the British 
The refeuue froia the lapse Would be about four iakh : 


ConHnuei from pagp^ 'ivJ ■ ' 

"'■ G>nlf to 0& mmb of tlw estate as was deriv'eJ from the oorumoxi ancestor 
in this case is the srealler portion ■, yielding only about a lakh of rupees per 
annum* Whateve^r bad been acquired subsequentiy to the separation of the 
' two ■ Branches (whioVi- occurred by., tho death ■ of Bhai Gurbaksh Singli^ In 
' ' 17v6) baa been oonsi» tiered, an ..escheat to the Brltish..„..,Govef0meat except .t hi 
Fargana of Oujiaracnab conferred on the .Chief of Kaithal by Baniife Singh m^ 
1812, which is held to revert to the Bahore Cavemmentt*’ , 



According to Bichmondtf the territory given to the Arno wii Sardar was 
only worth Rs. 2(}jOOU a year* The Bhai of Araowii refused to bava t hi 
Parganas ceded to hlm^ contefoding *ftbat if his right is good to any part r 
it is good to the whole territoriee held by XFdai Singh.” (B. K* 88A, L. N, 94;. 

Also see^ Biclittorid to Currie. October 14, 1845, B. N. 88A, h* N. 97. 

The ruler of F^tmla wrote to Kiohinend on September 29, 1844 supporting 
the claims of Bhai ClBSab Smgh of Amowli to ail Kaithal territory, even to the 
Fargana . of ^ Guijawab which had.^' 'been returned to Lahore^ ■■'(B:. ■, Mi 88A, 
p.m— 10)1 , , 

I, B. K. 88A, t. 6, dated March 16^ 1843, 'B. M. 163, « L. M. 7. 

The foUowini# Psrganas were to escheat to the Britkh Government # 
Kaithal, Fatebpor, F'l^idri, Fohava, Amin, Spthuria, Chika. Sunsar, Bama, 
Kakrala, KularuBg Mahsla-Gobdan, Buda Lada and Fatta Juner. Later on, 
Mahala-Gobdan, contsieting of 23^ .yiliages, was exchanged for 38 •tillages of 
‘ Fargana Snffedon «f Jmd by Lawrence^ {B, M. 88A,- LL, N. 92 and 93,.. Anguab 
1 and J»ly 29, 18451,) ' i . . , t . • 

■ ’ • ' Tire Mlowlnr. Targanas were to be given to Bhai Guiab Singh Arnowll 
^ Sabri-Bhucholih' Behr^n,. B'budal,--' Kkra and Dbskmmm, ’ The Bhais,''Gulab 
Siihgh'and SefflgftBingb of Athowli, were asked to'- take the possession of these 
. FsBTganw Si.4, ^L# f-'Glei^ also asked th© Kaithal authorities 

, lo expedii|>0v.the. transfer f of'- the Fai^ahas— both to Ihe’ British Government 
'‘andtha Kiaiif'?of AinowliJt^The GujjiiittW FarSi^naa was "retinm^ to litaha^ 
ta|a S'her Sir^h of Lahore M* 8SA, L. -N* 96). Clerk wroi»8pwiaily to 

'.t •-/ *'-/ - 

' * - ^ ‘»su 1 
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annum ; the territory was capable of great impro rement. It had been 
greatly neglected in the reigns of Udai Singh and , his father 1 a! 
Singh; for four years, during which period Bhai Cdai Singh was iJi, 
the people had been in many parts in a lawless state. But, added 
Clerk, all this would disappear in course of time. 

As the Phulkian rulers were getting very eicited and nervous. 
Clerk thought it prudent to address a letter to the ruler of Pi tkl 
explaining the Government's attitude towards Kaitbai,^ and pointing out 


Coniinued from page 1S6 

Tulsi Earn, tie Kaithal mmister, asking him “ to en; an all the authoritiop. am 

officers in tlie several Parganas that they witbowc. the least delay alteiad 
to whatever directions Mr. Greathed may please to give regarding the 
occupation by the British Government of the Parganas alluded to in the 
above order and affording every assistance,. . 

■ (€lerk: to Ttilsv^^ani, Bfaroh. 16, 184SI, B. .N. SSA,' t.» 4), ^ 

I, Clerk to Patiala, Blarch 17, 1843, B. K* 163, • L* 0, and B*-K?.88A, L* Bf, I 
Bfareh 17, 1843. 

Talking of the lapse, Clerk remarked ; .In the same manner asialte*' 

the death of Baja Sangat Singh, the British Government after consideration, 
with a view to preserve the family, acknowledged the rights of the survivinj^ 
descendants of Kaja Gajpafc Singh to possession belonging to or 
by bim, the acquisition of others as Bhag Singli down to Sangat Singh, h&mg 
declared to have escheated to the' British Government, so in this case' 
right of Gurbaksh Singh’s descendants, that is, of Bhai Bhag Singh of 
Arnowli proved to whatever territory was possessed; by Gurbaksh Siugh, ahil 
the acquisitions of Bhai Udai Singh, now belong to' the British Go vernmtek 
In ' short, whatejer belongs to the ancestor of Bhai Oulab Singh up. Bha* 
Gurbaksh Singh, the common ancestor of both the breaches, will be comf4«oed , 
to Bhai Gulab Singh and rest T 'have 'directed Mr* Greathed to resume in the 
name of the British Government. 

But Karam Singh of Patiala was ' not satisfied with this view of the 
claims of Bhai Gulab Singh Arnowh#;' W’ho,, according to him* was the 
rightful heir to what Bhai Udai and other Bhais ^ possessed, • 

and after, the states came under the pr paction, of the Knglish.’* . That' w^^® 
the yiew of the Kaja of Jmd'bul%he ''‘l^abha'^'lRaji #as !i faV^hr i>i 


advanced by the mother and -'widows ''.of . Ebai E“dai , Singh (B# 
LIi*H* 118 , 118 Aandll&|. ,, ■ .-irV-’,' / ' 
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flow botli Jim! and Kaithal cases ^ had' beea treated on similtr lineii. 
liftd contianecl to exitt as a state 'becaasa, Gajpat Singh , the 
ancestor of Sartip Slogh, had conquered a soffidfent portion of 
territory Ineliiding Jind, while Gnrbaksh Sifigh'^a descendant. Bhai 
Qiilab Slngli of Araowli, could not get much as most of the priocipalllyj 
jriotnciiag Kaithal, had heen conquered by the siiecassors of Gtirbaksli 
Singh. One siirvimi as a state ; the o^her disappeared from the map, 
The resentment of the Phulkian rulers 'Was as unreasonable as it wbs 
foolish. ■ It was merely an accident that a large part of the Kaithai 
state became m escheat. Perhaps that could not be avoided, as long as the 
■rt-iiliom of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs with the Paramount power rested on the 
old basis,. Unless a change was made in the relations between the 
two, such cases were bound to arise ' with unpleasant consequences 
for the Cls-SutleJ rulers. ‘ ^ 

The Supreme GofeTBrnent approi^ed of ths lapse of Kaithab 
Clerk being iasiriicted to correspond with the, GovernineBt of 
North •West provinces on all subjects connected with . its adminis-* 
riilbn and revenue management^ , . 

Meanwhile Great-bed addressed- three letters to' Ckrk ii,i 
which fie described the situation in Kaithal. In the first letter/ 
Greathcd, who was in camp at ■ Bassein^ said -bow he had 
proceeded to Kaitfatl via Bfalerkotla and Stimana which he had 
reached on March 23- From Malerkotia, he had pul Clerkk. 
proQlainatiofi to the Kaitbal ministersi mi hia own instructions 
directing all Tbanedars and 'subordinatoe in authority in escheated 
Pargana® to acknowledge the rule of the British Qovemment; like- 
wise# be had warned the Bhaik .officials/ fa charge'' of 
'and personal effect® of the ■ ruler,, , that ■ they would be field 
responsible for the full amount of the Iniit/ The Kaithal ministers 
met Greathed on the 23rd and eonduoted him to his teals. They were 


I-* Tliotowa to Clerk, March SC, IS43, B- N,, in, 1. M. 52’. 
firoithod to’ €i#rk, Mawh H, mm, B. K, ' h, N. >- 
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aeeompanied by tlie agents or Mubteaaaiids of Patiala, Nabb » and Jind 
rulers wbo had come to condole with the rel vtives of the deceased Bhai 
and to confer with the Kaithal ministers regarding the orders 
of the Government, Oreathed read the order ; one of the Ministem 
liuhshi Ghasi Earn, gave the reply. He’ dilated upon the good services 
of the Bhai’s family, the distress into which his widows and mother 
were thrown and the impropriety under such circumstances of determin- 
ing a question which demanded inquiry and reflection. Greathed refused 
to be drawn iivto any argument about the rights of succession and 
referred them to Clerk’s orders, and gave them a copy of Clerk’s letter 
to Patiala, dated March 17, 1843,^ and notified to the assembly that 
lie had been d- pnted to carry those orders into effect and that he Was 
not prepared to argue about their propriety.® Greathed then demanded 
to be put in the possession of the escheated Parganas and also the 
treasure and personal effects of the late Bhai ; the delay would be 
prejtidioial to the interests of the Mai and the widows. Greathed then 
went on to say* ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

“ Upto the moment (S P. M.), 1 have received no written or 
verbal answer. The answer I obtain to my queries is that a written 
reply is in the course of preparation; 

1 do not perceive any disposition on the part of the ministers to 


recommend teie mother and widows to conform with your order 



Iv Clerk to Patiala, B. U. 163, i. ». 9, 


Hw letter was given in order to ekplaSn to toe Kaitoai Minietat tk# 
grounds on whieh Kaithal was being treated as a lapse. 

Greathed' said about the attifude of toe eainiaters that *'* they would return at> 
answer beyond toe general phrases that the British Goveranaeat is supran*# ««d 
they hoped for oonsideration.'* , . , 

Greathed to M«rk, Marto H,-I*43, B. ST. t. ». 4 , ; j ■ ' "■ 


}mi ■ ■ 

' giiapecting that th® representatif es of the Phiilkiaa mhm^ were 
ineifeing the Kaithal Mmisters to hold od, Greathed asked them to 
withdraw from Kaithal or they would incur the impression of supporting 
the, contumacy now displayed,”^ At Clerk's requisitions Colonel 
Bo^on sent two Rissalas of Cavalry to accompany Greathed who also 
wrote of Native Infantry 

..'to Kaithal..' . : 

In the second letter,® Greathed informed Clerk that he had 
repeated his request to the Kaithal ministers to he put in charge of 
Kaithal, but their reply was that no answer could be given to the 
demand for the space of one month. That reply they^ sent through 
Gukara Singh Yakil ; be handed it over to Greathed who observed to 
Clerk ; It. has since been acknowledged by the whole bcdy of ministeri 
in my presence, as their united and, for the present, definite answer/* 

Greathed sent his third letter on March 27 to Clerk, He wrote 
that the Kaithal ministry had taken no steps to transfer the adminis* 
tration of the state to the British Government and that the agents of 


l» Qreatbed had sent the naiaes of these agents to Clerk, He also wrote personally 
to Eaja Kmmm Singh that hw agents were inciting the Kaithal antlioritiea to 
holdout. 13, March 24, 1843)* 

2. ,,Cr©ath®d to Clerk, March 20, 1843# K. aSA, b. 10,^ , 

3. Kaithal authorities to Greathed, March 24#' 1843, B. H, 88A, b* 11. 

They wrote I ** Our calamity is not ’unknown to' you, yet as your requlsi- 
^ lions for a reply are urgent,' W© heg leave to inform yon briefly that the funeral 
' ' fites of m great Eaja, who died so young, continue for tie period of a year? 
but at aE ©vents til! the e3s:|lra,tlon:qrthe.pe3riod o| condolencc^-you w4|l 
- w from maMng any reply/^^ ^ 


tm] 


Patiala^ Nabha md Jind were still in K-eithal inspire of Ms injunction 
to withdraw*^ 

According to Greatbed,® the three Eajaa wanted that the entires 
principality should go to Bhai Gulab Singh of AmowlL Mai Sahib Kaiir, 
tlie mother of tfdai Singh and Suraj Kaur> his wife, wanted the Ohiefship 
lodividnally or Jointly. There was another candidate Fateh- Jang 
Singh, the son' of the late Bhai Meh Singh of Giiniba, whom the late 
Blial desired to adopt. Greathed also reported the news of a possible 
compromise by which Eani Suraj Kanr was to adopt the son of 
Bhai Gulab Singh of Arnowli and rule jointly with Mai Sahib 
Kanwar during their respeotire lives ; after their deaths, the Chief 
ship would go to the son of Gulab Singh,® All parties, added 
Greathed, were united in opposing the British rule, Greathed also 
deputed two agents to ojffer condolence to the Mai and warn her 
against the non-compliance of Clerk's orders,* 


I. B. N. 88A, L. H- 12* Writing to Patiala, Clerk expressed his surprise that his 
agents and thtsse of iJirid and Nabha should have waited on Gi^athed for dia» 
cuBsions regarding the Kaithal Ohiefship ; he said that dual orders had been 
ffiven and aft?er the orders the interference of any one else in this partioular was 
by BO means neoessary. Clerk added : I do not perceive the advahta^ of 

your agents now visiting Kaitbal .Had the mission of the agents io Kaithal 

been to persuade the Mai Sahib Kaur and Suraj Kaur to obedience that would 
be no doubt beneficial to their interests and the Mai would eventually have 
been thankful for your good advice but any advice with a view to postpone the 
completion of these arrangementa must prove very dia-advaatageous to the 
‘Mai*« interest, , i •** 

(B. H. 8HA, L H. March 27, 1813), 

Jl, Greathed to Clerk> March 27, 1843, B. N. 8S, H, 12. 

3, Greathed did not believe in these proposals, Ss they ' %©re mtk to 

^ Mm. by/titbe*' l^ty and therefore mwt b® leok^ upSn.an^ idle #nd pfr^oiofs 


intr^upsi to gaMstM#**? 




4^. hn.4< I ' * i ' 


'Grimed also aeai^a fetter of <SeA to the Met“disfe#jMsiiblk M (WlW, aSili 3h. Jl* 

4xp»88^ 

of interested people and that any opposition to the oid^saf Govi*iW^iil4 

i itk I I# ^ ;rS ^ 


her^lfj 
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Ghr\ addreiied a letter to Tbomasofi, the Seoretary to ttie 
. ,l?e=ir6r»iiieiit of iBdia, Ja whieh - .he wrote that the Kaithal ttkkters 
had mi agreed to transfer the • administration of the slate to the 
‘British GoTeriiment,^, The minister, Tiilsi ■ Ram, wanted to., mmm the 
■■slatelor •SnraJ.Kaor, the widow . of -the late and a sister of the 
.Baja^of . Balkbgark But, as Clerk pointed out, the widowk ciairo 
was disposed of by the opinion ^ of Bbai Lai Singh, the father of Udai 
.Bfngh, who in 1.811. had declared in writing to Oehterlony that widows 
were not entitled to succeed to the Bhsikisn Chiefchip.^ Clerk W3i» 
t)f tbe.view^ that the .rulers of, Patiala, Nabha. and Jind would 
recourse to any _ means^ . but that of , violence, to prevent any lands 
, escheating to the Supreme Government, and that they were acting 
In opposition to the rule laid down in the Jind case. Moreover, 
Patiala was taking the lead in the opposition bec&uM of certam ^ ^ 
executed . by. „ his brother, AJitSmgh, wiio .had ...borrowed' money from, 
the late Bhai of Eaithal on the strength of those bonds f the Raja was 
afraid that the British Government might enforce their payment. 

In regard to adoption of Fateh* Jang Singh by the late Bhai, Clerk 
was emphatically of the opinion that succession to Chiefship by adop- 
tion bad sever been practised by the Sikhs * He quote^d 
of Ind Kunwar of Eadaur and the Sardarni of Ambala, The former 
had wanted to adopt her grand*son (th^ son of her daughter 


^ I. Clerk to Thwmni March tO, I84S, B. K* S8Aj^ L. N. S. 

'2*' Mwravin hW'l^lter'io 'Celchrdcke' bad given ■ the • e^sampl# ef five' Bhaiklairi 
"Widows whose claims were ignored -(B. 74, p' ia7-fi8, Jmmtf 1% .IS2$h 

_% Clfrii. C»;tha..»ofoJ«et' of -^one honda, the Bhal:. had. i»vef|i|-/ time® 

^ me^ $,ni jl ,wa« ^ en^eayeuring to . Mim% m of 

i. Ci<arJ(;to«M)ttM«tt,Mw«h 80 . W'^dk 87 . 



and the Ladwa Chief) as her succ^sor to the estate of ' Radaur; but ■ 
Government had refused to sanction the adoption and the estate 
lapsed ; similarly, the latter had also tried to adopt an heir but 
the sanction was not given and her estate had escheated to Government 
after her death.^ If the principle of adoption were accepted by. 
Government, it would be deprived from succeeding to an estate, in 
the event of the failure of heirs. 

Clerk was sure that the Kaithal ministers would comply with 
his orders. They wanted to see him or, if possible, and send a 
deputation to meet the Lieutenant-Governor at Agra so that they 
might beseech for 'the relinquishment by the British Government of 
its claims, but Clerk declared that all this would be of no use.® 
Meanwhile he requested Government to allow him to call upon Major- 
General Fast to send troops to Kaithal to enforce his orders. 

Thomason conveyed to Clerk the orders of the Governor-General;® 
in accordance with Clerk’s wishes, Major-General Fast was instructed 
to place such troops at his disposal “ as the resistance of the ministers 
of the late Bhai of Kaithal may render necessary for the purpose of 
enabling the Government to enter upon the possession of the territory 
which has lapsed to it by his death Clerk was further told » that 
the Government is desirous that in the event of troops being required 


1. clerk to TbomMea, March S0> 1843, B. M. 88A, L. K# 8, and B. ISf. 188, L, M, 8t, 

Also See. B. N. 83, L. N. 46. 

2. Clerk said that the Kaithal Ministwa felt ©noourag^ hy the exmido of thfc 
Jind case, when such a deputation met with some sucoese at Allahabad, 

8. Thomason to Clerk, April 6,: 1843, B, H. 133, L. It. St. ' ' . 


So large a force ehould be sent as may preclude the cHance of any 
collision taking place.” 

On March 30,^ Clerk informed the Kaithal authorities that he 
had asked for troops to deal with them as they continued to make 
pretext for delay in obeying his orders. He also wrote® to Raja 
Karam Singh of Patiala that his orders had been disobeyed by the 
Kaithal ministers who were being incited by the agents of his state 
and that he was calling troops to enforce his orders. 

Writing to Clerk on March. 29, Greathed said that the Kaithal 
ministers, professing to act in obedience to the orde rs of Mai Sahib 
Kunwar, were still adamant in their refusal to acknowledge the 
escheat of the Kaithal state to the British Government.® He also 
suspected that the representatives of the Rajas of Patiala, Nabha and 
Jind were inciting the Kaithal authorities ; Greathed thought that 
their object was to " preserve the Raj of Kaithal entire in the hands 
of a male, that the power and influence of the Phulkian family may 
not be curtailed.” 


1. B. N. .B8, L. N. 18, Orders issued to Kaithal authorities. 

2. Clerk to Karatn Singh, March SO, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. if. 

Clerk wrote : '• they in cooBultation with your Agents present ai- 

Kaithal have disobeyed these orders and have as yet evinced nothing but a 

spirit of opposition or evasion It is muoh to be regretted that your agents 

without my permission should have gone for their own purpose to Kaithal and 
should have taken part in suah disobadienoe. 1 now expect that you will refuse 
your permission to your agents to foin in the Conn cils of this description”. 


[i9sr 


Greathed also sent for Tulsi Ram and other ministers and 
warned them that by their conduct, the Mai and the ^anis wouW 
subject themselves to be shutout from the bounty and care of the 
British Government and left to be provided for by the Bhais of 
Arnowli,^ The ministers as usual were accompanied by the 
deputies of the three Rajas, though Greathed told them that neither 
they were sent for nor was their presence desirable. 

On March 31, Greathed wrote to Clerk that his warnings had 
produced no effect and that the Kaithal ministry had refused to 
yield to his demand.® 

On April 3, 1343,® Greathed delivered to the Kaithal ministers Clerk’s 
orders of March 30, addressed to them, and gave a copy to the 
agents of the three rulers also. The only effect produced was the 
departure of the agents of Patiala and Jind. Greathed also told the 
ministers that if they had the intentions of submitting they should 
come as a deputation at an appointed hour, conduct him with his 
escort to the fort and thus give its formal possession. Greathed 
concluded by saying that their silence led him to suppose that they 
would brave the displeasure of the Govenment. On 5th* and 7th* 
April, Greathed informed Clerk that the agents of Nabha had also 
left but the Kaithal ministry persevered in withholding obedience 
and that it had not communicated with him since he had delivered 
the last warning. 


Greathed to Clerk, Maroh 20, 1843, B. N. 88A, h. IT. 28, 

2. Greathed to Clerk, B,.N. 88A, L. 11.27. 

3. Greathed to Clerik, B, 1T|88A» 3i,?7» ,88. 

4. Greathed to Clerk, B. N. 88A, N. 20. 
f (greathed to Clmk, B. N, SAA, 1«. H. 


Clerk reported to Ihomason ob the 8th ApriF that the 
special agen^ of the three Rajas had taken their departure wliiis 
only the ordinary ones were left at Kaitlial. Further, Clerk was 
convinced that Mai Sahib Kanwar and her advisers would not 
B6t give up Kaithal until they were forced to do so. 

Clerk arrived at Ambala on the 5th April at night pnd 
was met there by two confidential officers- —Guiab Singh and Mehtab 
Siogli--“Sent by the Mai. The' rest may be told in the words o 

they came on the part of the Mai with a 

message from her, which they said they could only reveal to me 
‘in private; I took them aside and it was this; that she cared no 
thing for the Phulkian Chiefs and would prefer much to any plan 
of theirs regarding the succession, that the Chiefship should remain 
with her and her daughter-in-law during their lives and that in 
consideration of this she would write in a formal manner the 
British her successor and meanwhile pay any amount of '‘Nazrana"' 
in money, either in one large sum or annually, that I might think 
proper. 

.1 replied that there was nothing in this proposal that ought 
to induce me to delay a moment to adopt the coercive measures 
for which I had come towards Kaithal, yet, as they could by 
their then setting off, send to me by the same hour in the 
following night, the compliance of the Mai with my requisition for 


1. Clerk te Thomaeon; B* Ut. 22- ' ^ 

The ordinary agent® had been ordered to ooafiae thewielvea to the forms 
of eoadolenc© and to admonitions against the diiofoediemee of Cl©rk‘» ' or4©yt 
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the introduction of the British Thanas, I would delay there sq 
long. They immediately set out.........i” 

Clerk addressed a letter to Major-general Fast, Commanding, 
Sarhind Division, asking him to move some troops to join him, as 
lie was coming to the conclusion that the Kaithal ministry would not 
yield till the arrival of the troops.® On April 8, he wrote another 
letter to the Major-general, saying “ that troops may march upon 
Kaithal and take possession of it and its dependant— Thanas.”® A 
troop of Horse artillery was arriving at Thanesar and Clerk asked 
his permission to take it to Kaithal. Two companies of the 73rd 
Regiment were also reaching Thanesar and he wanted to take, them 
also to Kaithal. Clerk said that’ he himself would be reaching 
Thanesar on his way to Kaithal by the next day. 


L Clerk to Thomason, April S, 1843, B* N- 88 A, L, K. 22. 

Clerk wrote another letter to Mai Sahib Kunwar and Rani SuraJ 
Kunwar on April 9, and in which after recapitulating all the preoeding 
events, he accusad them of delaying to comply with his instructions inspite of 
his letter of March 2 1, He said that be had to requisition troops in order to 
enforce the orders of Government and added that- when Sahlfo Ktinwar’s two 
agents had met him at Ambala on the 5th, that even there he had given 
them to understand that unless they comp- lied with his orders, the troops 
would actually March ; he had given them twenty-four hours notice but nothing 
had been done by them and the affairs remained in the same state. He concluded 

your councillors are involvin gyou in measure that must, if persisted 

In, infallibly render the British Government indisposed to afford you.... .means 
of ocmfort your persisting longer in dis-obedienoe will convince me qf the 
necessity of using military means to carry into .effect my orders, *** 

IB. N. 8SA, L. ’/d 

Clerk to Fast, April # 1S4S, -B'. H. 88‘A> IS. '■ ' 

% Clerk to Fast, April 6 ms, B, K.SSAp ^ 
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A letter from Greathed dated April 10,1 showed how much 
the situation had deteriorated. Lieutanant Liptrot, Commanding 
the detachment of the 3rd Irregular Cavalry, had examined the 
various outlets of the town of Kaithal. He had placed seven 
pickets of twenty men each at various points to intercept all 
communications between the city and the country. The pickets 
had been ordered not to allow any property or armed men to 
leave the town and to prevent people from entering it; an infantry 
picket had been posted to guard the road in the vicinity of 
the Camp- 

On April 11, 1843,* Clerk reported to Thomason, the clash 
between Greathed’s escort and Kaithal insurgents in the following 
words 

"At 1 A.M. this morning, a horseman came here from 
Kaithal and reported that Mr. Greathed and the escort with 
him consisting of two companies of the 72nd Regiment N.I. and 
two Rissalas of the 3rd Irregular Cavalry, were occupying a ruined 
house outside the town of Kaithal and were, when he left them 
at 4 P.M., surrounded, fired upon and hard prest by a large 
body of insurgents in consequence of a collision between a party 
of Kaithal Sawars with the latter in their execution outside the 
town of the duty of watching and preventing reinforcement coming 
in from the country; that the party attacked was soon reinforced 
by another party sent down from the Camp; but that the Kaithal 
Sawars were joined by so large a body of insurgents from the 
town, that the Irregular Cavalry was unable to maintain its ground, 
that the detachment had lost several men and their camp had 
been plundered and fired.” 


Greathed reported;. — --- th® 8th and 9th passed war without any 
'■ communicatioDi from the Kaithal mimstry ; they waited upon me on the 
evening of the 1th, hut olfetedno , proposition of; assent tp^he wheal #f th® 

^ ^ier|£ toXh0|naio»^,B.^. 
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Having heard the narrative twice and at last believing it to be 
true, Clerk asked Colonel Palmer, th« officer sent by Major-General Fast 
to command the troops, to advance the detachment to Bhore, a village 
belonging to the British and situated near Kaithal. Before the troops 
were preparing 1.0 march, a line arrived from Greathed confirming the 
account of the Sawar ; before the troops had ad van ced helf a mile. Clerk 
met Greathed, falling back from Kaithah^ Clerk sent two express 

letters^ on the same day one to Major-General Fast and the other 

to Colonel Bolton, Commanding at Ambala describing the actual 

collision between Brirish forces and the Kaitbal insurgents. He appealed 
to both of them to send reinforcements as soon as possible towards 
Kaithal by the high road.® He was also anxious to preserve the safety 
of Ambala where was kept a large treasuie and requested Major-General 
Fast to make airangements"^ accordingly, igain, Clerk was not in favour 
of withdrawal of troops from the Sutlej as there was the possibility of 
armed Sikh bands crossing frcm the other side of the river. Clerk also 


1. Clerk to Thomasoa, April 11, 1843, B. N. 88 A, L. N. 32. 

2. Clerk to Bolton, April 11, 1843, B.N.SSA* L.N.35, 

■ Clark to Fast, April 11, 1848, B. N. 88A, b. N. 36. 

3. It was apparent that Clerk feared an extensive rising and made his arrauge* 
meats aoeordingly. That was why he was at such pains to expedite the march 
of troops towards Kaithal so that the' rebels there might not have any 

‘ opportunity of getting help either from the neighbouring states or from acres 
the Sutlej. For example* writing to ■ Major-General Fast on April II, 1813, he 
authorised him to make m immediate call on Meerut or Delhi for troops and 
requested him to keep an eye on the neighbouring vOlages /which were 
inhabited by people of evil habits, given to/robbery and plunder, N. 8fA, 
LMM} . ■ • ; ’ ^ 

4. Cierk to Fast, April’ 13, 1843, B. Mf. SBJk,; 'U If-. 36.^ „ 



Wrote to Maharaja Slier Singh of Lahore that 'he would rely on' his issii- 
ing such urgent orders to Rai Gobind Jas at Ludhiana and Fakir 
Chfragh Din at Ferozepur from controlling the ghats on the Sutlej 
as would prevent the passage of any insurgents across the 

river.^' ■■■'■■■■ ■ ■, ■ . 

Clerk addressed Raja Karam Sing of Patiala on the iltb, told 
him of the outbreak of the insurrection of Kaithal, adding that the 
authorities there had dared oppose the orders of Government and there- 
fore deserved a signal punishment.- He also wrote that the advice of his 
agents had only served to countenance the presumption of the Kaithal 

ministers, remarking in conclusion : '' it remains to be. seen what 

course of conduct your advice may be leading them. I, however, give 
you warning that at this critical juncture the Chiefs of these states have 
to take many precautions, for what ever may be their conduct, so sbaii 
they be dealt with, by the Government/*^ He also requested the Raja 
not to allow the Kaithal rebles to pass through his territory and to see 
that his own subjects did not join the insurrection.^ When Clerk heard 
that Mohan Singh of Bhadaur had joined the insurgents at Kaithal with 
one hundred Horsemen, he wrote to the Raja again on the 12th asking 
him, as the Bhadauris were his vaSsals, to take suitable action.^ 


1. Clerk to 8h©r Singh, April U, 1S43, B. N. 8SA, L. IST. 70. 

Clerk wrote to Chiragh Din and Gobind Jas, personally also - B.N. 8SA, 
LL.K* 65, and CO. 

€ 0lerk to karam ^ingh of Patiala, April 11, 1$43, B.N.. 88A, h.H. 6l 

il. The copies of tbe letter Were forwarded to the rulers of ]?5"abha and Jind also* 
the letter, without the warning, clause, was sent to the Chiefs of Thanesar, 
hadwa, Maler- kotla ami Arnowii, as these were the states in the neighbour* 

• hood. ' ■ , . ^ ' 

4* ibid^ B.N S8A, L.N* 64. Clerk wroteP^.*/., as your villages are contiguous to 
those of Kaithal, your authorities then will be held responsible if any of the 
Kaithal rebel« are allowed to’ pass by those roads through your territory/'^ 

4 Clerk to Kamm Singh, April 1%^ 1^43, 88A» L.H.66. 
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Raja,. Riiigh,, :of -Patiala.- that things had taken 

a very serious turn, for v^hich' be himself was perhaps not prepared. 
Writing; to; Clerk oil, the. 13tb,, he said . that he had learnt with great 
regret , and mdig,natio,ii of the occurrences., at Kaithal and that lie was 
rnakiiig.:'. ' every „ a'rr..*Bgeraeot; . to- .-prevent his subjects from 
Jcdiiing the a.ffraj; and; that -'lie,:- -was' taking all proper measures 
against the rebels-d Writing, again the.' sarmMiay, the Raja, iiiformed 
;Cler,k that he, hiniself wa's m-areb.ing towards Kaithal with his troops 
in order to drive out the rebels from there and hand over the pi ace 
to the British authorities. He also faid that Rajas Sarup Singh of Jind 
and Daviiider Singh^ of Nabha were also marching at the head of 
their troops to co-operate with him in this task/^ 

In regard to the complaint of Clerk against his agents at 
Kaithal, B.aja Karam Singh said that his deputies had gone to 
Kaithal on a brotherly visit of condolence. They hud tried to per- 
suade the Kaithal ministers to obey the orders of Crreathed but their 
advice had not been heeded.* About tae particip ition of the Bhadaiiris, 
the Raja said that he had, even before the receipt of Cierk*s letter, 
sent a welhequipped force to apprehend them as well as to prevent 
the advance of others from Bhadaur or from any other direction 
towards Kaithal.® 



i. Kfwam to ClerE, B. N. 88A, L. N. 76. 


2. Bavinder Singh had succeeded his father Jawaut Bingh in 1840.' (B. 8S, 

L. N. 167.) B. K. 84, L. N. 2B5, B. H. m, L. N. X , 

Clerk told the "agent of Patiala that the rebelUoo would be pot down by 
the British troops and that the Eaja aho'uld stay near the frontier to intercept : 

Karam Singh to olerk,, April'' Idi,; 1848, B.N, !68, L. H. 

4. Karam Singh 10 Clerk, April 13. : 1848, B,N, 88A.L.K 77. 

5. Kaxam Singh to Clerk, April 15, 1843, ». -K. 88A, h. N. TO. , ■/ ■ : 



Clerk was verv oiilcti gratified to hear that the Raja of Patiala 
was proceeding with his troops towards Kaithai and that he had also 
called the Bajas of Jind and Nabha to help the British Gov’ernmeixt* 
Clerk observed:^ “These are indications of your zeal in the service of the 
'Brlt iBh Go^erEmetit. ' ' I am' already aware of your constant attention 
and' exertkms^^ : 't aid the British 'interests. 'Such indeed are . the ■ 
obligations of the state in friendly alliance/^ 

Let me once again turn to the affairs in KaithaL Clerk wrote 
to Major-General B"ast that if Kaithai were to be soon seized, 
the country would in all probability be quieted at once>^ Writing to 
him again on the Idtb, Clerk informed him that the front and town 
ofK^ithal had been evacuated on the previous night by the rebels? 
He suggested that a wing of a strong Regiment, two Rissalas of 
Cavalry, a brigade of Horse Artillery and Field Battery should 
be kept at Kaithai for a short time. This was fully approved by 
the Governor-GeneraP. He also addressed a note to Major-General 
Lumley, Adjutant*Generai of the ‘Army, for the information of the 
Commander-m-Ohief, that he was occupying with Thanas ail the 
country? 

Clerk addressed a letter to Thomason on the 14:ih informing 
him that Colonel Bolton was marching to Fatehabad, about eight 


1. Clerk to Karam Singh, April U, 1843, B, N. 88 A, L. K. tl. 

2. Clerk to Fast, April 13, 1843, B. N. 8SA, L. N, 37. 

3. Clerk to Fast, B, N. 88A, L.N. 41. 

Clerk said that the presence of the company of the Sappers conld be 
utilized in making a road from Kaithai to Karnai in which he would employ 
people of Kaithai **as on© of the speediest means of correcting the present 
habits of the robbers in the Thi© was highly appreciatd by Govern*- 

4i-’ “ Thomason 'to "Clerk, April ' t% 1843, B.’ M, 88A, L. H. 41. , _ 

For withdrawal of troops from Kaithai, pleas© m& B. H. 57, LB, N, 99 
and IIS, and B. K. LL. IST. d 'and 5L'/?'' ■' 

1 Cbrk to Lumley, April 
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wiles (n this side ofKaithal the next day. The garrison in the fort 
cf Kaitbal consisted of about six hundred men including loO 
Rohillas ; the Mai had appealed to the people to rise “ enmasse ” but 
the appeal had signally failed. With the exception of t^o villages 
none<f (heaamindarshad responded, although the Mai had promned 
t^o years’ remission of mu and plunder.^ On the contrary. Clerk 
received visits from headmen of a number of villages, ne.ir Thanesar 
who had come with a message of loyalty for the British Government.' 
On the l,3ih, the principal merchants of Kaithal cime to Clerk to 
express their good-will to Government ; the Political Agent asked them 
to supply grain etb. to the British force at Fatehpur, to which they 
williDgly agreed. 

In the afternoon, Tnlsi Bam, Munshi Bahadur Singh. Jhanda 
Singh and other officers of the Kaithal Government, came to see Clerk 

but he refused to see them. Th^n a messenger came from Tulsi Ram, 

hut Clerk told him that he was not prepared to hold any communi* 
cation till he brought the keys of the fort and the state property 
and the leaders of outrage of the 10th instant in irons.® Clerk was of 
the opinion that it was a mere ruse to gain time for their garrison,® 


1. Clerk to Thomason. April U, 1843. B.N.88A, L.'V.SS. 

2. Clerk said: “This the messenger infomed me they could not do but they soon 
would. To this I replied that the Major-General, Cmmanding the Sirhind 
Divisirn, wou'd lose no time in taking possession ofKaithal but that if 
at any time before his arriving there, they desired to obtain a hearW from 
me on any subject I had now stated to them distinctly the temm on whL” 

above sijcli eommumoafci^n would tiake place.*...,*' 

3 Clerk added ;“Ihave adopted every preoaiitioa in my power to prevent the 
escape of those man oomposing the garrison to Kaithal or who were aeWs to 
the outrage otjho 10th tos^mt,^ tbrpu^ cftJto .|itofceotted'CSi8fB 

to tbeKorthof theSutlej.” (Ib. N. 88A,I,,. K. 38). 
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Thomason another letter on the- ISth toitfng.,,, 
','tliat ' .the, ■ foTce under Colonel Bo.lton , h,ad . reached Fatehpiir 
safeIyd.;;.Abundaiit had been made available for .the'' troops, 

by ,,'lhe,, . merchants oi KaitbaJ. '..The , headmen 'of the tdllages, 
thro.iigli .which they -passed, came forward to offer .their allegiance 
to the British Govemment, Or.- the.. 16th Clerk reported tlie 
evacuhtion ot fuit and town of :Kaithai addiiig that he. had 
sent some of his natire offners to take possession. Thomason, 
replyirg on the 18th, expressed the satiSfaciion oi the Governor^ 
General in Council at the ne^vs and bis entire approval of Clerk’s 
CO duct in the measures adopted which led to 'This desirable 
'event'/"* '■ 

A regrettable step was taken by Clerk in the Kuitiud 
afhdrs *nd that was the razing of a viliage-Mundri- as two sepoys 
w^ere killed by certain inhabitants of that village. Wtiting to 
Major-General Fast, Clerk suggested the razing of the village/ 
and the arrest of zamiodars, if he (Clerk) could procure sufficient 
evidence against them, which might lead to their being identified 
and convicted of the crime. The razing of the village was not 
approved by the Governor-General who regretted to find .hat 
punishment had not been confined to the persons in w^ho^e houses 
the bloody spear and articles belonging to the sepoys were found/ 


1* Clerk to Thomason, B# H. 88A, L. K. 29 
2. Clerk to Thomasoo3„ 1??, SSA# L* H. 40. 

Thom^^son to CWk, April 18, 1843, B. K. S8A. U H. 46, 

4. Clerk to Fast, April , 10, 1843, B. H. 88A, L. N. 45. 

6, Thoiijasou to Clerks April 20# 1843# B. H..88A# L. H. 49. 

The Govetoor-General observed : ■ ** The razing of a village to Ihe ground 
must necessarily bring temporary anffesfing upon * many innocent persons and 
while it irritatea all, it may be doubted, wbetbcfr in a country wherein houses^ 
are readily built, the measure ia well'ealealated to deter from crime ; executed 
' loo as it must be by troops# it may have -a tendency to promote ' mutual enmity 
fcetween tlbem and the people and tn lead to 'acts of future violence/’' 
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view of felie Governor-General was accepted by the Court of 
l)Irectots which also condemned this ■_ measure.^ Clerk expreseed his 
■regret at the incident but in,; his' defence remarked that lie had 
tiled to. .procure, , evidence to convict the murderers of^ the British 
sepHWs but in vainc' I. he villagers .were.- not willing to give an}" 
help, i^foreover,, vety few inhabitants remained at that time in the 
Milage ; even they were allowed to',- depart untouched. Mundri, 
ailded Clerk, was a village infested by robbers and having a lofty 
tower of burnt bricks in the centre ; there were thirty such towers 
in Kaithai and it wuis his intention to have razed them to the ground 
ill I order to give to the people in general an immediate feeling of 
security. Clerk had also tried to find evidence to convict some of 
tfie lieadmen so as to sentence them to terms of hard labour on 
the road or to bind down': the :■ rest - in ^ penal sevitude , ' to' 
their time to agriculture hereafter. To this the Governor-General 
had no objection and Thomason wrote to Clerk accordinghC'^ 


1. Despatch of Ccn^rt of Directors, October 25, B. 3SA, D. X. i'-K 

2. Clerk to Thomasoa, 4pril 29, 1843, B. X. 88A., L. X. 84» 

3. Thomason to Clerk, 4, 1843^ Ig. N. 88A, D, Xv 8S. 

Tliomason wrote as follows • 

The Gove mof-Gea oral would aot disapprove of the destraetiou of th§ 
lofty towers meotioaed by you as exisbiog in as many as 30 villages of the 
Kaithal state nor would there be any abjection to the trial of any of the 
Headmen of these villages of plunderer's bo their being seatenced^ if coaviotodj^ 
to hard labour on. the roads. 

The Governor- General would hope that these measures of uii<|u««M0isabl^ 
expediency and justice would have 'the effect of deterring from the ©omiwissiiMt 
of crime without Involvii^ the ri^ of inOicting ^ injury m «xy . Juttoeoftt 
pers'oiiis/^ ' ■' > ,, " 
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In the next letter dated April 17A Clerk reported to Govern- 
merit the capture hy the troops Of Patiala of the ring-leader of 
trie revolts Tek Singh. The^ story of the capture may be told in the 
words® of the Raja of Patiala ; “This day at 12, O'Clerk, Vishnu 
Pnrobit or famil}^ priest of the Mai deputed by herself came over to 
me and stated that Tek Singh, the leader of the insurgents, having taken 
the Mai under his charge and plundered whatever he could lay hands 
upon from, the treasury in cash and property of the Kaithal Government, 
had fled from that town with his armed foildwers with the intention of 
proceeding to the north of the Sutlej, that the Mai having thus airived 
at the village Naw^as, told the zamindars of his having been disloyal ti) 
her and requested their assistance in releasing her from his hand, that 
the zamindars had therefore assembled and taken the Mai from him and 
despatched her to Pehowa where she had put up. He further seated that 
she sent word to him (the Maharaja) that the hostilities against the 
British had never taken place with her consent, that her remonstrances 
against such measures had not been attended to, that ail her attempts 
to come to you had been frustrated, that she had not been able to fulfll 
your orders be( ause those people had not allow^ed her to do so^ that 


1. Clerk to Thomason, B.N, 88A, L.N.50. 

2. Karam Singh to Clerk, Aprii 16, 1843, B. N. L. N, 62. 

3. Mai Sahib Kunwar in a letter to Clerk (B. N. 8SA, L. N. 67) said twice 

or thrice set out to reach you that I might describe my innocence and my 
readiness to deliver to you the keys of the fort... but the insurgents surroondetl 
me and brought me back forcibly from outside tb© town and put me again 
in the fort. The old ministers were also helpless before these insurgents ” 

Clerk believed her account to be true for h© said ; ** Her account of 

her intention while latterly in the fort and its frustration by her Sikhs, I, 
believe, are in the main true’*. (B. N. 88A, L, N. 50, April 17, 1813). 

The Court of Birectora also remarked ; ** The resistance at first 

passive became ultimately active though there appears good reason to believe 
that the violence which took place was the act rather of the armed retainers 
than of the widows and ministers themselves/* N. 88A, L, 16), 


IVk Singlij the Chief of the ^ insurgents, was now proceeding with 
cash and other property to the other side of the Sutlej in progress 
to Cliika, Hearing the above statement I immediately detached 100 
sa wars to Pehowa to protect the Mai and to prevent her being carried 
by the insurgents in any direction. " This '-alsO'. I did with a view to 

itidiice the Mai to act implicity according to 3^our orders I have 

despatched troops under Bakshi Ghamand Singh to intercept 

Tek Singh and other turbulent characters 

The actual capture is described by Raja Karam Singh in another 
letteH to Clerk : - 

at mkUi ly it was reported that Tek Singh, the leader 

of the insurgents. ..was proceeding wdth 400 Sawars and a few guns, 

t king the Ranis with him to the other side of the Sutlej and that 

he was returning upon Chika. I then lost no time in detaching 1000 
Sawars and a Battalon of Infantry, under the command of Bakshi 

Ghamand Singh The Bakshi came upon with Tek Singh at. Dh ram 

Biari in the Patiala territory and surrounded him, but hehad got two guns 
with him, these having opened a lire upon my troops as well as from his 
match-locks ; my troops were all round him. He will, therefore, soon 
be seized with all his followers and property. His escape is completely 
cut off 

■ ■ m ■ 

Writing to Sarfraz Ali, his Agent on attendance on Clerk, the 
Raja said : “ today, Sunday, at noon, Tek Singh was seized and 
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sent on to Ambala witli two. gims-and elepliants .and caxts .laden wi.tii. 
property. ^ 

' Witli Tek Singh, several other rebels were also,^ ' apprehended. 
Tiie number of rebels captured .was sixty-eight,- incliidliig.. Te.k ,, Singh 
and Bliag Singh. WithAhe former were. captured ■ 4 elephants. 2 
guns, one and a half lakh of rupees, and a .greay deal of oiheir. pinperty* 
For all his exertions, the Raj a' was warmly ■ /thaiiked by : .the Governor- 

General.* 


1 Karam Singh to Mir Sarfraz AH, B; N. 88 A, L. oS. 

Without the active help of Baja Karam Singh, it would have beeu 
dFficult to capture Tek Singh. When Clerk arrived at Kaithal on the mh 

be learnt that nothing was kn:^wn about Tek Singh, Then he beard of^ hie 

apprehension on the 17th, while passing through Chika and when he had 
reached Dharam Biari (about 4 miles beyond Chika), his being surrounded by 
the Maharaja’s troops and being captured after a short reaiatance in which 
two or three men were killed on either side. 

Bakshi Ghamand Singh, the leader of the Patiala troops, was presented a 
sword of the value of Ks. 1000, while presents worth about Rs. 2000 were 
aiven to the officials of Patiala and Jind, who had helped in capturing the 
^ebels--B.N. 87,L.N. m y 

2 Clerk to Thomason, April 25, 1843, B. N. 88 A, R. N. 58. 

The correct number of the rebels was sixty-one, 

About the insurrection. Clerk said that claS'=?es of people ineluclmg Chiefs 
bad looked with repugnance on the violence which bad been done to the 
British party at Kaithal and that be had not been able to discover a single 
act among them denoting any sympathy (B. N. 88A, L, H, 55): Clerk talked 
in high terms of the assistance rendered by the Chiefs, especially the Nawab of 
Kunipura, who sent 50 Horsemen (B. H. 88A, I*. K. 5S).. This fact was highly 
appreciated by the Governor-General, who regarded their conduct with much 
satisfaction (B, K, S8A,; 82), and also by the Cou* t of Hiiectors (B* N, S8A,. 
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In regard to the punishment which should be inflicted on Mai 
Sahib Kuiiwar and Rani SuraJ Kunwar, Clerk suggested that they 
should no longer foe deemed deserving objects of the consideration of 
the British Government in any form,^ He said that he had thought 
of recommending Rs. 60,000 a year for their maintenance ; the Governor* 
General reduced their allowance to Rs* 50,000 ; that punishment was 
thought sufficient by the Court of Directors,^ Of course, Tefc Singh 


1. Oleik to Thomason, April 17, 1843. B. N. 88A, L. N, 50. 


The Mai aad the widow of Udai Singh had taken shelter at Pehowa, a holy 
place with a few persona! servants. Clerk sent them a message of assurance 
that they could live there without any fear of molestation. {B» N. 88A, 

L. N. 30). 

Maharaja Sher Singh wrote to Clerk expressing a hope that they would 
be considerately treated by the British Goveriament. 

(B. N* 163, L. N. 46, May 22, 1843). 

It was suspected by Clerk that the mother and two widows of 
Udai Singh had carried with them 20,000 pieces of gold, valued at three 
to three and a half lakh of rupees. He refused to allow them any main- 
tenaace until the treasure should be surrendered. The principal widow died 
and Cerk suggested, when he was the Lieutenant-Governor, Korth-West ' 
Provinces, that the mother be granted a pension of Bs. 20,000, if she 
accounted for the treasure ; if she did not accoept the offer within six 
months, she was to get nothing. All this, of course, was approved by Govern* 
ment. The mother denied having carried away the gold and added that she 
was destitute. Bichmond wrote that she and her remaining daughter-in-law 
were living in the houses of Brahmins in Pehowa and had no ostensible 
means of livelihood except the remains of former wealth. Later on. Clerk 
was willing to give them Pehowa and' some land worth Bs. W,000' a 'year* 
together with the residence in Kardwar, belonging to Kaithai, provided 
they returned the treasure- However, as Kiohmond emphaswed* it had not 
returned but their claim to the pension should be cK»sidaed* , , ;• 

iB/H. 'KM* efv cMofowf u» im)t ^ 
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and ■other Chief rebels , deserved a severe . seBteBce, .., here: 

Directors remarked: ** Tek SiBgh and his; ■ principal. / adhere n 

a:.severe .penalty which, however, should not;l}e extended .be- 
yond those who can be considered as leaders* 

On April 17, Clerk informed'-,: Thomason that: he:was stationin 
Thanas throughout the Kaithal : territory and that /the troops 
leave Kaithal on the 20th; but a few detachments were to be kept 
to avoid any repetition oi such trouble*^ The Governor-General ex- 
pressed great satisfaction at the news.^ 

Thus passed away the crisis at Kaithal which now became a 
part of the company’s dominions in India. The greatest credit was due 
to Clerk for promptitude, firmness and tact which he had displayed 
throughout this crisis. But for him and his wise measures, the situa- 
tion might have taken an ugly turn. It was in the fitness of the things 




1. Despatch of the Court of Directors, No. Z*6 of October 26, 184:3, B. H. 8SA 

Tor the trial of the Kaithal accused — Tek Singh and 60 others — please 
see B. N, 15$, L. N. 63, (the letter of Kicbmond, Clerk’s successor, to 
Agra Government). Tek Singh was sentenced to transportation for life, 
Kicbmond has dealt very exhaustively with the offences of all the accused* Out 
of 61, cnly 12, including Tek Singh, were sentenced to long terms of imprison- 
ment ; 19 from 7 years, to 1 year, while the remaning thirty were asked 
to furnish securities for good behaviour for one year. According to 
Biehmond, the attack on the British detachment was not preme- 
ditated but only <*an affair of chance’*. Tek Singh was described as ‘*the 
person of most influence ” in Kaithal and the chief person ‘who had insti- 
gated XJdai Singh’s mother to resist the orders of British Government, and 
mainly responsible for not allowing her to proceed to Gierk*s camp. 

Many of such ‘rebels’ had fie4 acoross the Sutlej to return to their homes 
pfo N* 46, U,. 1^, l|.|^d 4^^ md N. 90,^^ I.*, Ni_. 


im j 

that Thomason should have conveyed to him the approbation of the 
Governor-General for the zeal, energy and ability displayed by him.’ 


L Thomason to Clerk, April 30, 1843, B. H. -SSA, ■ L,.N* 83. 

That was not the end of Kaithal question, as the Court of Directors 
were anxious to know how the lapsed portion of Kaitiuii came into the 
possession of the ancestors of Bliai Udai Singh, the last ruler of the state. The 
reply was submitted by Richmond in a lengthy despatch of February 16, 1844 
(B. N. 88A, L. N. 94, p. 129—64). It seemed that the Court of Directors wanted 
the collateral heir to succeed to ail the territories possessed by a deceased Chief 
without issue excepting those portions as were conferred by the grant of any 
overeign on the deceased Chief or his ancestor, subsequent to the separation 
of the two branches* As Richmond observed i If this principle bad been 
adhered to, it is my belief that Bhai Gulab Singh would now have been in 
possession of all the territories held by Bhai Udai Singh, excepting Gujjarmal 
which lapsed to Lahore on the death of the latter.” After tracing the early 
history of Kaithal under Bhai Bal Singh, Richmond expressed his cordial 
approval with the suggestion of the Court of Directors. 

In reply, the Secretary at Agra regretted the tone of Biohmoad’s lette 
and observed : “It is to be regretted that doubts have been cast on a 
measure which was deliberately adopted by the Government of the day and 
regarding which there seems to be no sufficient ground for anticipating any 
change of views it is very much to be hoped that the doubts which you seem 
yourself to have entertained, were not allowed to find currency amongst the 
people so as to shake their confidence in the intentions of the British Govern- 
ment.” (B. N. 88A, L. N. 95). 

He wrote to the Supreme Government thus; — “The Lieutenant- 
Governor desires me to observe that the doubt thus thrown upon the 
intentions of the British Government regarding the Kaithal territory cannot 
fail to be moat prejudicial to its prosperity. It is only on a full understand- 
ing of the final determination of the Supreme Government to retain the 
state that the expensive measures now in progress for the future improvement 
of the province can be warranted. The Lieutenant-Governor, therefbre, 
hopes that the resolution of the Government on this important point may be 
early oommunicated to him and that m _ speedy termination may be put to the 
doubts which the agent now entertains.”: (B. 88A, p. 38S— 14, March 39 

1844). 

The Secretary' at Calcutta -replied the .expreosiew hia'owh. 
individual opinion by the Govemor-Geaerare Agents writing, ^tho^t^ authority 
should not indue© the Lieutenant-Governor to entertain any doulit, an 'to/th* 

;V'", {CmUmm 01* mxt pagt) 


Major H, Lawrence was put in charge of the, newly ' iapsei 
territory ofKaithaL'* Clerk was very ■ anxious to improve the territory 
and' therefore gave very advice to Lawrence. ;Ior ■examples ^ 
Lawrence was asked to. impose ' light revenue so as to leave the indus* 
trious zamindars ; some ■ eapit al . to ' be employed for the improveineiit- 
of the land under the Supervision of the- Tehsildars ; water-coutses were" 
to be restored from the Saraswati, Ghaghar and Narkanda ; wells were to 
be sunk ; land was to bs reclaimed' ; in the villages of bad character, 
the people were to be bond : down by bonds to extend their culti- 
vation and to harbour no thieves.^ ' The Jagirdars were to be main- 
tained in their Jagirs at present; later on, an Inquiry might be 
instituted to ascertain the nature of grants ; in the event of an out- 
break police was to be used in the first instance ; later on military 
might be used, under the orders of the Officer Commanding at Sirhind. 
Finally, Clerk warned Lawrence against doing any thing to ' outrage 
the feelings of the Hindus . in a ' 'aaored place like Pehowa as it 
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adherence of the Governor. General in Couneii, to the measures already 
adopted and acted upon, with respect to Kaithal, that ziieasure stands 
unaltered, until over-ruled by higher authority, (B. K. 8SA, p. 285, 

^ April 

Lawrence in his Report on Itaithal defended the action of Government 

It was in December 1844 that the Bhai of Amowli was finally told 
that the Court of Directors had rejected bis claim to the lapsed territory 

''■M ' '''' 

' B. N. 88A,L. N. 99, December ^8, 1844. 

L Thomason to Lawrence, April 20, B, H, 88A, L. N. 80, 

Kichmond to Hamilton, Jim© 2^ 1843, B. N, 87, L. N. 207, 

2. Thomason to Lawrence, April 20,:;lS43i,:B. H, 88A, L, N. 80, 

Clerk to Thomason, May 18, 184S, 87, L. K., 169, 

. Tho^on to Oierk, May 26, 184$, L. H. 84, 




would lead them to draw a oomparieon painful to their prejudices 
between their present and past goTemment/'* 

Lawrence wrote a letter to Clerk in which he made eerlaia 
suggestions In regard to his work in Kaithal.^ Lawrence recommended 
that the three roads leading from Kaithal to Ambaia, Thanesar and 

Kama! as originally recommended by Clerk...... should be built 

without dela 3 % the cost would be about Bs. 300 a mile ; the canal cut 
irom the Saraswati could be opened by spending ab:mt R% 2000. 
Lawu*ence aL^o wanted Clerk to write to Government to sanction about 
Rs. 50,000, which sum he would utilize in improving drainage, building 
wells and constructing new canals.^ The result of this much needed 
measure would be that Kaithal would no longer be a resting place for 
rogues and vagabonds of other districts, Lawrence said that robbers 


1. The condition of the Kaithai people was very bad ,* they were lawless and given 

to robbery and plunder. Writing to Thomason on April 18, Clerk said that 
efforts would have to be made ** to reclaim the people from the habits of viol- 
ence, that have prevailed in so many villages of this territory ” ; {B. N. 8SA, 

L. N, 53), Writing to Hamilton, tb© Secretary Agra Government, Clerk reported 
the deplorable stale of neglect to ^bich the late Government of Kaithal had for 
same years abandoned the inbabitanis. Clark went on to say ; ‘‘There are 
villages but there is little or no cultivation. Tiio villagers live for the most 
part on plunder. The state of Kaithal generally has for years past, been known 
tome such, that averse as I should be at all times to racomraead the British 
Government taking a hand to administer native states for a time only, until 
their restoration in an improved state to native administration, I should have 
suggested such a measure here to check a great evil, had not the demise fthe 
Chief, without heir, to the g^reater part of bis possession, been daily expected for 

the se last six years (B.H. B8A,I(.K. 83) Within a few years, everything changed 

2. Lawrence to Clerk, May 9, 1843, B. H. 88A, L. N. 87. 

3. Law'renc© observed : “It may at first sight seem that I am advoca- 

ting an unnecessary expense but it is not really so and 1 am 
satisfied that in no part of India, could a present remission of 

revenue foe likely to bring a more certain return than at Kaithal^, 

if such remission is carefully applied ' to purchasing seed and 

agricultural implements, to opening out th© old wells,..,,, digging new 
ones, raising founds to retain'’ , and collect water and digging small 
canals from the several rivers, making roads and restoring decayed 
bazars.” 

Also, see Calcutta Bmew^,,/Ooldber.Decembsr 1844# p. MX' 
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would leave the territory and their place would be taken up by 
more industrious persons. He was sure that, by this wise expenditure 
the revenue would be doubled within fiveyears.^ 

Clerk wrote to Hamilton on May 12“, and said that the sugges. 
sions (if Lawrence should be accepted at once. He, in reply, conveyed 
the apiirovaF of the Governor-General, who was then in the North- 
West Provinces, to those suggestions ; the two-thousand rupees required 
for th<' re-opening of the canal from the Saraswati to Kaithu), were 
Siictioned, advance was to be given to the zauJudars or village 
communities for buying seed and implements, and making other 
improvemeritH in the agricultural lands. The result was that within 
a. few years Kaithal became as flourishing as any other well-managed 
British territory. 



1. Lawrence to Clerk, May 9, 1143, B. N. 88A, L. N. 87. 

2. Clerk to Hamilton, May 12, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 86. 


Clerk added that ha was sending all the prisoners that he 
could from Ambala to work in Kaithal. 

3. Hamilton to Clerk, May 19, 1848, B. N. 88A, L. H. 88. 

He added j “ His Lordship is of opinion that the three lines of 

great roads now in progress should be so constructed as to admit of 

their being mefcaHed”. 

The correspondence relating to Kaithal is to be found in other books 
also, for example see — 

B.K.168, LL,N. 34, 37, 39, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48. 62. 

133,; LM 

B.N.163, (Vernacular correspondence), LL.N.20 to 43, 

For improvements in Kaithal, heeB.N. 168, L.N.ISO, B.'S'.S?, L.N.381,and 
For revenue survey, see B.ir.l^, - LL.N. 6, 6, 18 and 29. B. N.87, L.N. 

403, B.Kr.S8, L.N.19,4naBiS.188,:L.lT.67. 




5. BAGHAT AAD. JBBBAL 


In November 1842,^. Clerk dealt, with the eases of the Rajput 
principalities of Eagha..t and Jiibbal, ■ situated in the Simla Hills. In 
the former, the younger brother of the deceased ruler was allowed to 
succeed and the lapsed state restored ; Clerk also took tin-) opportunity 
of comparing the Rajput Laws of succession with those t.f the Sikhs. 
The case of the latter Is unique . as as its ' ruler, Puraii Chand before his 
death, was said to have signed. ■ a deed of abdication. Clerk refused to 
accept the deed and succeeded in persuading Government to promise the 
estate to the son when he came of age. 

(^) Baghat. Raja Mohinder Singh of Baghat died and his 
estate was declared an escheat as he left no male child. In November 
1842, Vijai Singh, the younger brother of Mohinder Singh and the 
widows of the deceased ruler petitioned the Govern rnent and Maddock 
asked Clerk to report upon the petitions, Clerk's reply was as 


follows — 



1. Clejk received charge of the protected Hill States on October 31, 1842 from the 
Agent to the Lieutenant,-0overnor Delhi. tB*N.66, L,N.i62). 


2, Clerk to Maddook, November 10, 1842, B. N. 154, L. N. 74. 

As early as July 1839, Torrens had asked Clark to state his opinion, 
** as to the rule proper to be adopted in the claims of th© collateral 
heirs to Jagirs or estates in the Hill princes held under Sanad from 
the British Government the latter had also been requested to go fully into 
the general question and asked to explain how for the Jind case oouid consti- 
tute “ tie base ol a direct rule of -guidance — B, N. 39, 3L. K. 40, July 31, 
1839. . ■ ^ - 

On November 1 1, 1841 » Hamilton, the Secretary to Govem»€|nt, North- 
West Province®, also addressed Clerk on th© propriety or othtr^ise of laying 
down any general rule of collateral sucscsssion in OMOf like Baghat (B. N. ISIS, 
B. N. 2C0). He 'also sent a despatch of Metcalfe (B* N. ,128? p« 39#-402, 

(Cotiimt^ m ms(i 
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died on January ■ ll, ■ , 1839. ': : :'Hk' 
state, \waa;: €c>Bsidered as escheat, to' the British Govemment.. , He 'left a, 
brother , , and ,he . left wives. These -claim the reBtoratiGii/' , of ; Mohtnd 
:'Si»gh's ,s,mall,,::Ohiefsh!p yielding 'about Es. I»500, a ,3rear, ,iiet raveiiu©,. 
There app6a,r,to no, rival pretensions between these parties, the widow,Q 
advocating the cause of their hnsband^s brother. 


{Continued from page 115) 

October 12, 1841), the Agent at Delhi, addressed to Thomason, Secretary to 
to the Government, North-West Provinces relative to a claim advanced by 
the collateral teirs of the late Mobinder Singh of Baghat, Metcalfe was of 
the view that the Paramount Power was at liberty to exercise its own 
judgement in disposing of such claims and that it was not intended that the 
estates should be continued in other than the direct line. He had referred the 
whole question to Colonel Tapp at Sabathu and quoted the opinion of 
Ochteriony that the foolish and undecided conduct of Kana Mohider Singh at a 
time when his cordial co-operation with the British Government would have 
been duly appreciated, led during his own life-time to the sequestration of the 
.greater portion of his possessions Therefore, Metcalfe declared that under 
this view of the case the right of Government to resume the estate was unques- 
tioned. He further remarked i “It has been shown that by usage ia the Hiii 
Provinces, the Par.^mount power possesses the right to exercise its own judg- 
ment in resuming or continuing a lapsed J agir to other than direct heirs. The 
principle admitted, it seems hardly necessary to establish by law any fixed rule 

for future guidance I beg to be understood that the princ-^pie of Jiad 

succession may be made applicable to the Hill provinces, but see no necessity 
for binding the Supreme Governmentto this line of procedure by any pabiic 
declaration. If made applicable, no better course can be adopted than to conti- 
nue the ancestral possessions oi the nearest male heir and to resu me such por- 
tion as may have been acquired by conquest or aggression”. 

Olwk’s view, however, was different* 


mi] 


Colonel Tnpp^ in his report on ...this case (September 11, 1839,) 
terms these Hill States Jagirs and the term has been since applied 
by others. I do not regard them in . the light of Jagirs or the mim 
relating to Jagirs -at all appiicable to them, Jagir is an assignment 
of part of the revenue of the state, frequently for services to be perform- 
ed and is neither alienable ' nor hereditary. The Hill Chiefships ar© 
territories conquered by these .Chiefs some six ceiitnrles ago : 

invaded by the Gurkh'S who; in som.e cases occupied them ,and 

wrested from the Gurkhas by the British, who, prtviouB to nnikiiig t le 
attempt, called upon all the Chiefs, by written proclamations to aid 
in the re overy of their own possessions and fiinally in restoring them, 
declared the grant to be renewed, I deem that our views towards the 
hills were then one thing and our views now a very different one, and 
it is in this inconsistency , caprice and mutability in our opinions, 
regarding ail great principles that is the bane of supremacy in India ; 
Colonel Tapp, in advocating the escheat, admits that '* the Hindu 
Law of inheritance holcj| good in these Hills "k but this cannot be, 
because the Hindu Law of Inheritance relates only to private property 

Colonel Tapp, however, might have said that the general rule 

from time immemorial has been for these Hills Chiefships to descend 
to the nearest of heir....... 


L He was the Political Agent, Simla Hill States, and in his letter to Torrens dated 
September 11, 1839, had declared that the Hindu Law of Inheritance generally 
held good in the Hills; that in the days of the Gurkhas, the lapsed territory was 
given to the nearest of kin, giving instances of Mylog, Sirmur, etc. He had 
remarked : “In ail oases where the reigning Chieftain may die without issue, 
the right of the Paramount State to chose a successor has never been ques- 
tioned **. , 


(B.N.138, p. 406-08) * 
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M, Ersldiie/ when called upon for a report on ' riiU 
inheritance, commences by affirming that the Pararaonnfe: Power is 
Ip'variably considered to possess- the ■ right of exercising , its own judg- 
ment in admitting or rejecting the claims of collateral heirs: of State 
-or Jag!?,:- '.where the reigDlng Chieftain may have died without .legitimate 
issue,. It is then inferred- that; ** Baghat is a fair utiexceptlona hie- 
lapse because Mohinder Singh’s conduct In the Gurkha war wa^ 
such as to forfeit all claim to indulgence Clerk further observed : 
« This reasoning is open to some objections— Firpt, it is not a Jagir ; 

secondly, there are heirs of a degree deemed legitimate ; thirdly, 

Mohinder Singh paid the forfeit of his omissions in the transfer to his 
vigilant, greedy neighbour, of a portion of his ancestral domain, 
estimated at three fourths of the whole.”^ He, in conclusion, said : 
“ In the present case, it was not, 1 conceive, the intention ofSirBavld 


1. Erskine succeeded Colonel Tapp as the Political Agent, Simla. He had expressed 
his opinioa thus: ‘‘The Paramount Power is invariably considered to passes? 
the right of exercising its own judgment in admitting or rejecting the claim of 
collateral heirs to a state or Jagir when the reigning Chieftain m^>y havo die ! 
without legitimate issue and this principle appears to have bean aoDel upon in 
a liberal spirit by the British Governnne it in favour of such states ... . wHos^ 
attacbmeiit and fidelity has appeared to merit such a concession According 
to him, the laose of Baghat was “a fair and unexceptional laosa’*, as the 
conduct of Mohinder Singh during the Gurkha war wai such as to forfeit 
all claims to indulgence. 

(B. 128, p. 403-04). 

2. Extract ie given from a despatch of 'Ochberlony to Secretary Adams of July 2S, 
1816, in which the former pointed out how false Raja Mohinder Singh had been 
5 the British Government, (B, N, 128, p. 406 — 08). 

Also see, Oehterlony to Ross, June 12, 1815. 

Also see, Oehterlony to Ross, B. N, Cl, L. N, 141, 

Also see, Oehterlony to Ross, April 28, 1817, B. N. 61, L. N, 22L 
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Ochterlonj to esoliide oollateral , heirn from siiccessloo. It was Mohinder 
Singh' personally who had been neglectful/"^ 


1. Clerk hod nothing good to say about the Hill Chiefs whom he characfcorised 'as 
** extremely ignorant and brutal ” and observed that tho proper paoishment 
for the paramount state for gross management and opprexssioa would bo the 
sequestration of Hill Cbieftaincies. He remarked that he had three Hill States 
under his charge all of which were being oppressively ruled by their chiefs 
but pointed out the difficulties in the policy of lapse tVius : Thus are 
our notions of escheat in respect to the domains of these Chiefs — — detrimental 
to this region, by alienating its Chiefs from its people. Those.. .who have no 
direct heirs, look upon their Chieftaincy as a mere life tenure and those who 
have, are little more at ease, because they fully comprehend that our appro- 
priating their estates at all arises not from any fixed ideas but from the^ 
desire to get all we can under our direct dominion. They consequently 
apprehend that pretexts may be found to further our schemes even when 
lineal heirs exist ** 

Clerk also took the opportunity of comparing the laws of inheritance 
of the Hill Chiefs with those of the Sikhs and made the following obser- 
vations : — 

** I have observed in the Baghat correspondence a confounding together of 
things which hear no anoiogy. What has the decision ot the Jind case or any 
other Sikh inheritance to do wdth the ancient customs of these Bajputs? Shortly 
before mir connection with the Sikhs# they were mere associations of robbers... 

...without any law but the sword the customs of the Rajputs are so ancient 

and comprehensive that it seems folly or worse for us to dicatate rules for 
their inheritance except in cases between rival parties claiming our arbi- 

tration. But after all it is hunting after a shadow to search for laws of 

mberitance to Chiefships here or elsewhere so fixed as the Government 

desires to obtain ; the inheritance often descended amid anarchy ; the sword, the 

dagger or the prison cup sometimes varied and determined a succession. 

Tho Hindu law which is so comprehensive regarding rigVits in private property 
prevides not distinctly for Chiefships. It is not fair therefore to desire a 
claimant to support his pretension by' adduoing fixed laws,' We should be 
content to recognise their prescriptive .customs of inheritance to arbitrate 

dispassionately between rival' claimants^' to judge every case. on its own 

merits, abandoning the vain hope of- introducing uniformity ...and to prevent 
that minute and ruinous sub-division 'of landed -property which speedily' follows 
on our aversion to see native Ohiefsblp's maintained in respeetabilifey* , -(% H. 

, 164, Ir* N. U)f 
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■ ■ In fchelace of this very strong plea for Vi j at: Singh, GoverM 
accepted Clerk’s recommendation. Maddock informed ;01erk ;tE ■ Vijai ' 

" ' Singh was to be restored to the ©state , of his late brother, and added 
that it shonld never have been withheld becanse Mohinder Singh had ' 
died/ ' W nearer heir.^ Further, Clerk was to introduce the 

Governor-General . at Kasauli' on;Novemher 21,^ 
'1842..^^ to Erskineon December' 12. 1842,® Clerk requested; M 

to pay to the new ruler the revenue collected by Government from the 
time the state lapsed to the date cn vbich it was restored. Erskine 
d id the needful.^ 


1, Maddock to Clerk, November 18, 1842, B. N. 131, L. H. 127. 

2, It is strange that Maddock in this letter alludes to Yijai Singh as being 
the deceased ruler of Baghat and Mobinder Singh, as th© living brother. 
In reality, it -was just the reverse. Mobinder Singh had died and Vejai 
Singh was alive and the estate was restored to Vijai Singh and not to 
Mobinder Singh. 

3. Clerk to Erskine, December 12, 1842, B. N. 85, L. N. 558. 

4. Erskine to Clerk, Drcember 16, 1842, B. N. 50, L. N. 49. 

With the state of Baghat was also ICasauli, which Government 
wanted to keep. Vijai Singh was quite agreeable to giving it as Nazrana, 
but Government paid him Ks. 6000 for it (B* N. 131, L. N. 127). 

See also ; 

Clerk to Erskine, December 27, 1842, B* N. 86, L. N, 574. 

On May 19, 1843, Clerk asked Erskine to bestow a Ktilat on th© 
new ruler of a value not exceeding Ks. 300. (B. N, 87, L. N. 170). Erskine 
bad asked Clerk’s permission to present a Khilat worth Rs. 1200. (B. N. 50, 



(ii) JUBBAL. 


Ife was in a letter tO: Thomason of May 16, 
referred to the Jnbbal case in these words 


i Clerk 


In November last, the Governor-General put into mj hand 
a petition, purporting to be from :the /widows and the son (a minor) 
of the late Rana Puran Chaiid .of Jubl)ai..,,..,and direcled me to report 
upon the case. .....Some of the people of Jubbal acoornpaiiied by some 

of the heads of villages, visited Simla about a year ago and clamor- 
ously demanded of the Officiating Political Agent to restore the minor 
Chief. 1 do not regard this cirumstanca as any indication of the real 
feelings of the people. It was more '.probably a trick of the Wa-zirs and 
their partisans. 


I had wished to visit Jubbal before finallr reporting on this case. 
For this purpose I set out at the end of March but Kaithal affairs re- 
called me, I was again ou my way thither last w’eek to meet Mr. 

Erskine there, but my health not quite equal to it, I have turned 

to Simla, Hare I have seen 'Mr, Ersliine and returned 
3 ?esterday..,.,..,. 


I bog now to submit for the consideration of HU Lordship the 

opinion of Mr. Erskine regarding this case of Jubbal the mode of 

present adjustment devised by Mr, Erskine in transferring at once to 
the direct management of the young Chief s mother, the portion of the 
territory always held for a Chiefs support, is the most appropriBta. The 
child IS now in. his- ninth year, When eighteen, If he proves eligible to 
the charge, toe whole territory should be transferred to him. Ifhe 


1. Clerk to Thomason, May 16, 184S. B. N,, 168, L. N. 65, 


IS not then eligible, Be never will be and shonM become a; pen 
the British Government. 

■Jagirs can, be, assigned for the other widows as ..suggested by ,Mr. 
ErsMne out of the main portion of the te rritory. 

I conceiTe that the ' Faramonnt State .^,has ,, a^ better. ri,g!it^ a 
would be better^ generally^ In being, promp,t;.' to': d!spoAS'em.''Or; ,.to ,,.e 
ohiefs, for inca|jaeity or for good'govenung qnali ties y... than, 

In nice discassions of rules of inheritance..,..^. 

But ill the prtsent ease the British ' Gov.erBmeBt retains a' 

Ear.. discretion iir- the, , disposal. ,of the territory,., owing to .the transaction, 
;, nailed vthe: abdication,. late Eana. ,-, 

This act of Eana Puran Chand has 'been a good deal discnssed 
by the British 'authorities. ■ Some, hive considered it bonaEde abdication, 
others have thought that the terms, of the document announcing his 
determmation do while soma consider that whatever may have 

been said no Raiia could ever intend to abdicate in ' our sensa of the 
term..... J can conceive Purao Chand,. be set as he was By his sovereign 
Wazirs to have been at the time 'Similarly indifferent as to the future 
iate of his country, But it is not for the Supreme Government, I think, 
to 'avail itself prematurely of .these .reckless offers; but in the first 
instance and for once by the, use of its^affvlce and influence to put a 
chiei so situated straight with. Ms miniaters or his creditors or his people 
as the case may be^»,...J have, .....applied myself to remove the embaras- 



I. ' Clerk depicts in' these words the' real principle, which should guide a siizemiii: 
power in its attitude towards its vsss'alsV ; 
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mmt of tlje Chief and forborne to'expose them to niiy Ooverriment. And 
thus I am clkpased to eBlimate the'' eharaeter of the late Raiia's act of 

secession on the part of the local British aulhorities, there shonH 

perhaps have been less satisfaet'ion and promptitude evinced in closing 
mth such an offer and rather . more exertion made to emancipate the 
Rana fro-ui the thrakiooi in whicii.bis Wazir held him ■ 

Thomason replied that -the." 'Governor ^^eiieral concarred with 
Glerk in the course he pi oposed to adopt with respect to JobbaiA go 
■Clerk was responsible for- ultimately ' lesioring the son to hia 
patrimony* . . 


Kaithal was the last state to escheat doting Clerk's term of 
office. In the foregoing pages, the main consideration underlying the 
Government’s action in the application of the doctrine of lapse" 

..that as it did not receive any tribn^^ Cis -Sutlej princes, 

it could only recompense itself by oooupying the territories of the heir- 
less when they deceised is clearly established. In most of the 

cases the lapse was periectly legitimate in terms of this consideration ; 


h Thomason to Cierk, May Mf 1843, B. R. 133, L. N. 83. 

Both the widows of Rana Ruran Chand wem given Bs. HOO a year each 
while arrangements were made for the' management of the estate in the 
minority df the child. 

Richmond to Thornton, January 1,T844, B# N, 159, L. H, 4# 

Richmond to Thornton. AUgiist 15* 1844, B. N, |90, L. H. 32., 
Shakespeare to Broadfoot,. December 12|, 1844^ B. K. 116, B. H, 13L 


lEe last not .leave ■ ■any„direct heirs a .danghtor's:, 

ehildreh being: ex^ .from success.ion,. ' Further, Clerk^s own 
tucJe to^^ question has become, intelligible, , He 'w.as::.. 

not actuated by mere greed of territory." but by honest belief that the ' 

. people, too, .would benefi.t by coming directly under British ContrcL 
Another noteworthy fe .tore is that Clerk’s correspondence on the sub- 
ject of lapse helped the Supreme Government in enimoiating its policy 
with definiteness and elaiity. The nearest male claimant would be 
‘Allowed lo succeed and the lapsed territory \Yould bti returned if 
Government felt convinced by the geniiinenesa of his claims, in 
eases of Gaukpur, Mustafabad, and Baghat. x^gain, a collateral could 
succeed to that part of the principality only which belonged to the 
ancestor from whom be derived his title,, ,..the succession of Sarup 
Singh to the diminished ?tate of Jind and the return of some Kaithal 
territory to Bhai Guiab Singh of Arnowli illustrate this point. 
Ferozepur might have been returned to Jhanda Singh and Chanda 
Singh in conformity with this principle but in this particular case, 

other consideration prevailed its great strategic importance. Jamiyat 

Singh of Thanesar had no collaterals to claim his estate. Baghat was 
restored to the younger brother. 


CHAPTER I? 


Disputes between different Co-parceners or the Cis-SntleJ Chiefs ani their 
feidal iepandants* , 

I proceed to discuss • hi this chapter the clispiiteB arising, 
during the period of Clerk’s agency, either between diifereiit, 
co-parceners or the four big Chiefs...... the rulers of Patiala, Jiiicl, 

■Nabha and ■ Raithal ..... . and other Sardars . on on© side and se Feral 

of their feudatory Chieftains on the other.^ The British GoveriF 
ment, by virtu© of its paramountcy over them all, assumed the 
role of arbiter, the Agent at arabala and the Agent at Delhi, 
actually representing the appellate authority. Bhnal reference of 
courie lay with the Governor-General ■■ but, his , int43:rventioii - occurred 
only in a few cases of exceptional impartaiice. Threats of using 
force and eren actual use of it to enforce decisions were at times 
found necessary against the ‘minor Chieftains if they did not abide 
by the British decisions. Accordingly, a small military force was 
kept at Ambala under the authority of the Agent there. 

There had been constant unrest in the Ois-Sutlcj region before 
the Proclamation of 1S09.® Therefore that proclamation confirmed 


1. There were three weU-kntown divisions of Chiefs: 

(a) Missaldars or* equals ; (b) Tabedars or depoiidants ; (c) Jagirdars or 
persons holding lands in Jagir, that is, on terms of military service. 

2. A historical commentator has thus described the condition of the €ia- 

Sutlej Sikhs: **A people so thrown together had no elements of cohesion; uni- 
versal independence left no room for obodience; equality of rank excluded the 
possibility of subordination. Common danger might unite them for a time; 
but that over, each man became a king as far .aa h© could make his arm felt. It 
was quite as common for the Sikhs to draw their ' swords upon each other as 
upon the common foe..... -.Such wasthenormalstateof things in those days...,. 
Jealousies, recriminations and feuds ruined their strenghth ..... they never 
were' or could be a united people Malcolm tells us that In every 

shadow of that concord, which once Cormed, the strength of the Sikh nation, 
teemed to be extinguished.” Calcutta Beview, ■■.‘yobbXII*FJ5b nil , , 


bj; one'/ of required the Chiefs to avoids mutual w 

' and ' as ' far ■ as ' possible adjust their differences peacefully^^'^^ 

/these had or no effect, and the/ years from 1809'' to 1845 

had ' proved ' so ■ full of dissensions among them as to keep 'th^ 
Agents at Ambala and Delhi fully occupied in settling them. The 
records of the time beer witness to their earnest efforts in this 
direction, and teem with reference to the difficult enquiries neces- 
sitated by the frequent disputes among the principalities by their 
preposterous attempts to evade control and by acts of extortion 
and violent crime in their dealings with the villages/' ^ In fact, 
the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, big and small, have had no time to develop 
politically, and the most lawless and unscrupulous among them bad 
often succeeded in grabbing territory. They ignored all ideas of 
moderation or restraint, and on the slightest pretext, flew at each 
other's throats. Again, their ill-defined boundaries constantly raised 
disputes which they never could settle among themselves, but always 
necessitated intervention by the Agent. Cunningham has wisely 
observed:* '‘Both in considering the relation of the Chiefs to one 
another and their relation collectively to the British Government, 
too little regard was perhaps paid to the peculiar circumstances 
of the Sikh people. They were in a state of progression among 
races as barbarous as themselves, when suddenly the collossal power 
of England arrested them and required the exercise of political 
moderation and the practice of a just morality from men ignorant 
alike of despotic control and of regulated freedom/' 

Clerk had to interfere in the following disputes : — 

(1) Between the Raja of Hindur and the Singhpuria Chiefs. 


1. Griffin, '^Chiefs and Families of Rot© in the Punjab, VoL I, p.66. He observed ; 

'•YearbyyearGovemment was driviyi in self-defence to tighten the rein and 
eveiy eppormnity waa tahen to .strengthen Ub holden the ^co^nt^y** . 


(2) Between the Co-parceners in BubbeaL 

(3) Between the Raja of Patiala and Badaur. 

(4) Between Patiala and Nabha rulers and the Maharajkiari 
Sikhs. 

(5) Between the Patiala ruler and Fateh Singh Ahluwalia on 
one side and the Jabhu-Majra Sikhs on the other, 

(6) Between Patiala and Nand Singh of Ohamkoyan or 
Chandkoyan. 

(7) Between Patiala and the Jhurruk zamindars. 

(8) Between the Patiala and Kaithai Chiefs and Mehar 
Singh of Jumba. 

(9) Between Patiala and the Chulian Sikhs. 

(10) Between Kaithai and Charat Singh of Dhansita. 

(11) Between the Bhai cf Kaithai and Barwaiia Sikhs. 

(12) Between Nabha ruler and the Ludran and the Sonti 
Sikhs. 

(13) Between Jind and Balawali Sikhs. 

(14) Between Fateh Singh AhluwaUa and Sardarni Sukhm. 

(15) Between Fateh Sirgh Ahluwalia and Maha Singh Barogia. 

(16) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Gulab Singh and 
Karam Singh of Achnair. 

(17) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Atal Singh. 

(18) Between Ajit Singh Ladwa and the Lilokheri Sardars. 

(19) Between Gulab Singh Sh^id and the Subga Sikhs. 

(20) Between Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Bahadur Singh. 

(21) Between Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Jassa Singh of 
Baidwan. 

(22) Between Sardarni SaMb.Kunwar and Wmk Khan, , 

(23) Between the Sodhis of Anandpur* 

(24) Between the Malcrkotla Chief and Bahmat Ali Khan. ' 


and Fateh. Singb. • ;; 

^. ■'^26),: Between the Pathan and the Sikh Co-parceB'ers in',' In 

(I),' Dsip.iies . between Co-P^^rceners in Bnhbeal. 

In 1833, Clerk f orwarded.' to, Fraser, a. petition oi, /the fen^^ 
co-parceners of Bubbeal, consisting of twenty-nine villages in Ambala 
district.^ He traced .the history -of Bubbeai fro.m,its first , occupa.; 
tion by Majja Singh and then by his brother Dya Smgh who owned 
it till 1808 when he alioted its revenues without any partition of 
its lands. Dya Singh reserved to himself two-fifths of the produce, 
gave his younger brother also two-fifths and alioted one-fifth to 
his nephew Karam Singh, the son of his deceased sister. But 
Dya Singh retained a controlling voice in the management of the 
Patti. 

The share of Dya Singh descended to his grand-son, Harnam 
Singh, who was in its possession ; Hakumat Singh, the younger 
brother, died childless but left two widows —Dharam Kunwar and 
Rajinda., ....who still possessed his two-fifths share in equal propor- 
tion. Karam Singh also died leaving his -two widows without 
children and they inherited his one-fifth share equally ; Mai Pardhan, 
the elder widow, had died three years earlier and her share inherited 
by the other surviving widow, whose name was also Rajinda. Thus 
there were three female co-parceners. Rajinda the second was 
about to die and Clerk was anxious to have the instructions of 
Fraser about the disposal df her share.^* 


1. Out of these 26 disputes, I shall be dealing with seven more important ©nes 

in the body of this Chapter, while the rest would b© treated in Appendix Ho.I, 
'■■■■■■■■■ ChapterlV," page 



The three widows wanted a partition of Bnbbeal in the 
proportion of their respective shares. They were offended by, and 
felt jealous of, Harnam Singh, who was trying to assume a superior 
degree of control and management of the Patti. Their desire was 
that their shares in the Patti, after their death, slionkl be annexed 
to Ambala. But Harnam Singh 'wanted that their shares should 
be given back to him and not treated as escheat, He claimed 
that his grand-father had maintained and handed down to him a 
subordinate chieftainship, to which the shares of the co-parceners 
ought to revert. The widows denied the existence of any chief in 
the Patti and thought themselves as co-equal to Harnam Singh 
rank. . : 

Clerk felt that the Sikh law was net applicable in the 
dispute, nor could it be solved by the application of the Hindu 
law, as under it the widows could • not have inherited all they 
possessed. 

In 1834, he again made his comments #n the petition of 
Dharam Kanwax, the widow of Hakumat Singh, She desired to 
have her interest in Bubbeal, declared a separate portion.^ Clerk 
thought the proposition ■ reasonable and consistent with 'the usages 
of Pattidars In the other sactions of Ambala. But Harnam Singh 
denied the claim of the widow . to any portion of the Patti 
independent of bis control. Both parties were called upon to 
produce evidence in support of their contentions. Harnam Singh 
represented that it had been customaty with the British authorities 
to address his grand-father, Dya Singh, the few orders wM 9 h were 
issued regarding the affairs of Bubbeal previous to 1817. The 
Sardarnis ^referred to the declaration of the leading mmindars and 
their 'uniform resistance and non-fulfilment of, the various orders, 
issued to them subsequent to the demise of I)ya Singh in 1818 to 
turnish out of their shares a proportion of their revenues for the 
Sardari expenses of Harnam Singh. 


h Clmk to Wmmt, July U, 1S34, B.H 
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■ ' ' . Ciexlc^ observe that the only relevant; 

was' of , the: tin (1818) when he decreed an equal 

partition between Dharam Kunwar and Rajinda of their husbands' 
property? in dispute between them which Dya Singh had neglected 
to settle as ordered. With respect to the refusal of the widows 
to maintain a Chiefship, Clerk stated that the claim was first 

advanced by Haroam Singh in 1821, when Birch called for his 

statement of what he was entitled td on this account. This was 
given, though the other co-parceners protested against this awiid 
but were' warned by Birch not to withhold their contributions to 
the Sardari charges. 

Clerk stated that the rights reserved by Dya Singh were 
not clear, as the evidence wae contradictory and unsatisfactory. It 
was true that Dya Singh was the person addressed by the Birtish 
Functionaries but the occasions were very few and the proper 

rights of several parties were at that time very imperfectly known. 
According to Clerk, the claim of Harnam Singh to Chiefship was 
an anomaly, although he distinguished the Bubbeal Pattis from 

other Pvtttis, on the score of its co-parceners having been of one 
family and therefore the succession of property in the lands 
should be placed on a different footing. But as Clerk pointed out, 
the widows inherited the entire estates of their husbands on 
their deaths, which they could not have done according to Hindu 
law, but on the supposition of its having been already separated 
from the once entire estate. 
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In another letter,^ Clerk again discnssed the position of 
Harnam Singh who could not be on the same footing as the Sikh 
Chiefs because he was Just like the other Pattidars of Ainbala* 
In all such Pattis, the Political Agent %?as in charge of police and 
revenue. Meanwhile, Fraser had recommended that the desire of 
tlie, widows should be, complied, with, " Clerk agreed with th© decision 

and wrote : Nor does there appear to me any good reason ' for' 

admitting th’' distinction which Harnam Singh wishes to make to 
the detriment of the Supreme Government to which should escheat, 
as they escheated to our Sikh predecessors all such shares on the 
demise of the holders without heirs. ** 

According to Clerk, the assumption of the privileges of a 
Ghiefship by Harnam Singh was inconsistent with the rights of 
the widows ; he had failed to establish his rights to assume any 
such superior-ship which had been denied uniformly by the widow?*, 

Fraser's reply was received early in January, 1835. It wars 
that Harnam Singh's claim to exercise authority over the co-shares 
of the Patti of Bubbeai was rejected and the co-sharing widows 
and the others were t ) ba put in possession of their properties 



L Clerk to Fraaer, October 27, 1834, B.N.80, L.H.i87, 


That was in reply to a despatch of Fraser who quoted the opinion of the 
Governor-General. His Lordship was of the view that if Bubbeai was under 
the control or Harnam Singh, who wae responsible for its tranquil then 
there should be no weakening of bi» authority* If the ©state was under the 
direct control of the Political Agent, the Governor.>Gejni©raI was willing to 
consider it as an ordinary zamindari teaure liable to b© partitioned at the 
pleasure of any of the oo-parce»ers, failing the lawful he^irs of whom the 
portions «o separated shpuld lapse to Government, 

About Harnam Singh*s claim to Ohiefship, the ,Qovemor-G'«efal held ^ 
that it was a distinct question to be determined according to the evidence 
procurable. 

Fraser to Glerk, October 2, lSS4ji. H# Mf Ii, $l» ^ 

HacBf^hten to Fraser, Auguet 1831, B# H. 34, 


ndependent of him all subject to Clerk's control. Their lieir« 

less estates were to lapse to Government on their death.^ 

■■(2) ■ hetweent he Maharajkian Sikhs mi the Ruler ' of 

The Maharajkiaii villages were twenty-two in number, situated 
about 90 miles west of Ambala ; their area was approximatij^ 40,000 acres 
and the population about 40,000 souls. The forefathers of Phul were the 
founders of these villages, which were named after a zamlndar called 
Maliaraj, the lifth in ascent from Phul.^ They w^ere such great lovers of 
freedom that they would not brock the domination of any of the Phulkian 
Chiefs, In fact their villages formed an independent republic and 
their internal affahs were regulated by the Panchayat or 
Council of each village. In a society so strongly constituted 
breaches of the peace and excess of crime were of frequent occurrence 
and the authority of the Panches or Heads where all considered 
themselves to be on level was little respected.^ The Maharajkian 
had their disputes decided by a mediator belonging to any of the 
Phulkian Chiefships but without surrendering their freedom of 
action. 


L Fraser to Clerk, January 10, 1835, B.N*36 ,L,N.3. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Macs ween to Fraser, December 27, 1834, B.N.36.p.l5. 

2, B.N.32, L.N.76A, September 32, 1832 ; Copy of a note prepared by Trevelyan. 
Deputy Secretary. 

Clerk- to Metcalfe. August 31, 1836, B.K,82, L.N. 145, 

Griffin says that the villages were founded by Mo^an, the grand-father of Phul. 
By the advice of Guru Har-Gobind, he founded the village Mehraj or Maharaj- 
naming it after his great grand-father, Maharaj. From this village, tweniy-tvro 
others have been peopled known as the Maharajkian villages ; and -the jagir- 
da»*s inliabitini^ them are known as the Maharajkian Sikhs. (The Raj as of the 
Punjab, p 6) « 

3, B,N«32, L,Ni 76A. The Court' of' 0iree tors in their despatch No. 31 of May 16, 

1838, remarked ; ** is not surprising that a Government by an elective 
body of 55 headmen, all claiming equality, should not work perfectly well,. 
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After being relieved of the control of the Mohammadan Empire, 
into whose treasury thev paid their revenues, the Maharajkian 
Sikhs were bereft of a controlling hand. Several secured the help 
of Patiala in their disputes, some of Nabha and some others 
of J,nd. The result was that the Maharajkian villages became the 
battle ground for the troops of the three Phulkian states.^ All 
tais made the lot of the Maharajkian Sikhs most unenviable.* In 
bebruary, 1824, they executed a voluntary deed at Ambala placing 
their affairs into the hands of Patiala.* This excited the jealousy 
W ^^f intrigued against Patiala and by the beginn- 

r 1 condition was as unsatisfactory as ever. In February 

^ - , o e rooke, the Resident at Delhi, declared that the Maharajkians 
were indisputably independent of Patiala, Nabha and Jind and had 
een acknowledged to be so by Ochterlony when they entered into 
le engagement of February 10, 1824, and as that arrangement had 
been encroached upon by the Patiala and Nabha Rajas in their 
schemes of mutual annoyance the zamindara were at full liberty 
to exercise theii- independence in the formation of a new arrange- 
ment.* Murray was directed to take the sense of the Headmen 
and of all the influential men in each of these villages " which of 
the three families of Patiala, Nabha or Jind they chose to be 
superintended by or whether they would prefer independence u#der 


As Murray obsarved The three States are infiuenoed solely by motives 

seif-interest and seii-importance void of all laudable consideration for 
the welfare of the inhabitants and regardless ot the prosperity of the 
common domain (B. N. 77, U N. 33), 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 146. 

Earlier, C. Metcalfe, the Resident, had written fro Murray that eawh 
village was to choose its own Chief and that the old relations were to oontinua, 
(B. N. 26, L. N. 88. May 6, 1826). 

3. B.N. 32.L,N. 76A. 

Ibid. Earlier, Murray had asked the Nabha and Patiala rulers to withdraw 
their troops (B. N. 75, L. N, 268), ^ 


British protection/’^ He made an attempt to ascertain the sens? 
of the leading men and % majority of twenty declared in favour 
of Patiala.® His impression was that the popular voice was in 
favour of the superintendence of the local British ftiactioiiary,® 
to the exclusion of Patiala, Jind, and Nabha.'® But he knew that 
there were insuperable difficulties to the direct interference of the 
Agent at Ambala, particuiarly so when the villages were situated 
at such a great distance and were divided from Ambala by indepen» 
dent principalities. Therefore he recommended that all the villages 
should be placed under Patiala or full freedom should be given to 
each village to select one of the states as its protector.^ 


1. Colebrooke wa.s against the double authority to be exercised by Patiala and 
Nabba and said that if each village were to be allowed to place itself under tiie 
separate portion of Patiala, Nabha and Jind, the community might in fact be 
said to be dissolved# 

Colebrooke to Murray, February 16, 1829^ B. IST. 29, L. IST. 36. 

2. ’*' Murray to Martin, May 23, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 33^. 

3. Martin, the Resident at Delhi, was ready to take the Maharajkians un l©r 

British control of course, with their consent. {Bi N. 31, L. N. 23, May 5. 

1831). 

4. B. N. 32, D. N. 76A., Murray had stated in April, 1831, as follows s — 

I am disposed to think the happiness of the people and the general 
tranquillity of these villages will be beat consulted by having one and 
supreme controlling authority to which all can appeal for the investigation 
and settlement of their rights, and for the counteraction of grievous wrong.** 

Also see, B. N. 77, L. N.,16. ■ 

0, Murray expressed himself against the double or triple rule and in favour 
of ‘*0118 supreme controlling authority,** preferably that of Patiala ** under 
the express stipulations that no armed retainers to be at any time introduced 
into or any emoluments of superintendence in cash or grain either direct or 
indirect be drawn from the Maharajkian villages.” Ibid* 

■ Also see, Murray 'to. Martin, May 23, 1831, B# N. 17, D. N 33.' 
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This brings us to the days of aerfc. In 1831,^ he wrote 
(:o Martin, suggesting ‘‘the expediency of some decision in the 
pretensions now urged by the principal rulers descended from the 
house of Phul to exercise a control over this community,” He said 
that he had conversations with the agents of the Patiala and Nabha 
rulers about the control over the Maharajkians and was struck by “the 
inveterate and rankling hatred” they bore to each other. lie felt, 
like Murray, that their divided authority, would seem to be “one 
of the least desirable modes of adjusting the question.’’® 

Clerk then" observed that Patiala, Nabha and Jind had 
equal claims on the Maharajkian but it would “be deemed most expedi- 
ent to prefer the surveillance of Patiala in consideration of its superior 

means and disposition to maintain that salutary influence which 

the affairs of the Maharajkian stand so much in need of.”® He 
favoured a limited control to be exercised by Patiala and for a 

definite and limited period only say, five years. After the lapse 

of that period, if the arrangement proved harmful to the Maharajkians, 
Government would take the management into its own hands. Such 
an arrangement, in Clerk’s opinion, would make the Raja follow 
a very conciliatory policy towards them which would render the 


K to Martin, September 3, 1831, B, N. 77, N, 60. 

2, There had been disputes between the two from the times of Birch. (B. H. 66, 
LL* N, 100 aud 104, November 22, and December 0, 1820), Murray too had 
reported that there was great rivalry between Rajas Karam Biogh of Patiala 
aud Jaswant Singh of Nabha. The latter at times despatched hk troops to the 
Maharajkian villages seized and carried the aEamindars and was always trying to 
**rou8e the smothered flame of internal aMfe*%'..,.4B. N* 77, D* N* 33) 

*3* Clerk to Martin, September 3, 1831, B* If. 77, D. H*- 

Clerk paid a tribute to Murray’s .work* , 


Maharajkians at the expiration of such period little desirous o<:“ 
seeking the interference of any other authority.^ 

The reply of the Resident at Delhi, respecting the most 
eligible method of administering the future Gevernment of tlie 
Maharajkian community, fully appro-ved Clerk's suggestion.^ He also 
favoured imposing restrictions (as contemplated Murray) which 

were necessary conditions of the proposed arrangement, in order 
to ensure beneficient results. He asked Clerk to make simple rules 
for the purpose of good government, with the help of the leaders 
of the Maharajkian community, to guide the Raja of Patiala as 
might be consistent with the maintenance of internal tranquillity 
and with the security of the lives and properties of the inhabitants 
of the villages to be placed under his control. 

■ ■ ■■ " ' 

It was only to be expected that the Raja of Nabha would 
not relish his rival being given the management of the Maharajkians. 
Therfore, before the transfer of the villages coidd be effected, he 
made a complaint.® Clerk remarked : ''The deep-rooted jealousy and 
enmity of the Raja of Nabha towards the state of Patiala have 
ever been such that it was to be expected he would on this 
occasion prefer any mode of mis-governing the Maharajkian 


1. Clerk was not afraid of the control being abused by the Raja of Faiiala, for he 

remarked : I am aware, however, that the greater power of that govern- 

ment may be said also to afford greater apprehension of abuse of this trust, 
but it strikes me that the manner in which Patiala has hitherto preserved his 
relations with this community admit of a reasonable expectation that a more 
satisfactory result would attend his obtaining a limited control over them 

2, Martin t-o Clerk, September B*‘H. 34 N. 51. 

I, . Oierk to Martin, January $9,. 1832, ',04 Jhi. N. 7, 
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to that of establishing their affairs oa the proposed 
footing, which conveys on the part of the British Government an 
acknowledgment of superior means, efficiency and moderation of 
the Patiala Government,” In order to descredit his rival, the Nabha 
Raja went so far as to commit outrages in t!i@ villages of the 
.Maharajkians, 

Clerk very strongly felt that the oonsequenoe of the restricted 
control would lead to comparative security, inspite of the fact that 
Patiala might have been guilty of certain high-handed acts previously. 
The Nabha ruler wanted that the control should be vested in his 
own hands, ^ and that the period of probation might be reduced from 
five years to three. 

Writing about the Maharajkians in June 1832^ to Fraser, 
Clerk said that he had addressed Martin, reoo nmeading a measure 
for better administration of the affairs of the Mahirajkian Sikha,^ It 
was based on the plan suggested by Murray, Martin had approved 
of his suggestion, but before it could be carried into execution a 
letter was received from the Raja of Nabha protesting against the 
measure^ Clerk added that the Maharajkians had been quiet for a pretty 
long time, but they were turbulent and tuo Nibha ruler lost no 
opportunity of fomenting their quarrels. 


1, Clerk to Martin, January 29, lS32, B. H..78, L, N. 

In. thia connection, Clerk said t since the rights of the three 

Houses of Fbul to exercise such a sway are tmquesstionably all equal,,, it is a 
mere qua stio^ of preference to be- considered with advertence to' the superior 
qualifications possessed by any of the branches of Phul for fuifilling the desire 
of the Supreme Clovemment for bettering ■ the .coniitioa and promoting the 
welfare of the Maharajkians. 

2, Clerk to Frwr, June 17, 1832, 78, H. 34» ' 


Mr. : Travel jail, tine Deputy ' Secretary of GoverameEt; wrote 
a' very oomprekensiYe/^B on the Maharajkians.^ He traced 
earlier , bistory 'lack to the time of Murray, and observed that 
Mabarttjkian® weie too barbarous and too divided among themselves 
to admit of the establishiLent of an efficient government ; ■ the 
Politioil Agent at Ambala was overwhelmed vvith work and there- 
fore: unable to take this additional burden on his shoulders, ’ and 
that the great distance from Ambala would make the control very 
difficult. Moreover, British management would require expensive 
establishment lor which a land tax would have to be imposed on 
th® Mabarajkians, who might not like Bueh a levy. The Phulkian 
stites were ready to undertake the management because they would 
' gate great' influence.^ ^ 


1* B. N. 32^ L. N. 76A, September 22, liS32. 

He gave th© opinion of Fraser which was in favour of the sovereign 
protective authority of the British Government through Patiala, Nabhaor 
Jind ; the former would be the fittest Chief to exercise control but the 
Maharajkians were to have the right of appeal to Political Agent, 

‘2. B. N, 32, L. N. 76A, September 22, 1832, 

la order to iiiustrate his point, the following quotation was given by 
Trevelyan from one of the despatches of C, Metcalfe, who had been the 
Besidsnt at Delhi 

** Community of language, habits, and customs, the regard which is 
paid to the degree of relationship in which they stand towards the rival 
states and above all, the probatiofcaty nature of the candidate will all 
conduce to make the Government of a native Chief less burdensome to 
them than the control of the native establishment, we should be obliged 
to impose upon , them,” 


Trevelyan also was in favour of Patiafi on aceoniit of its 
rtiprrior power and influence. The', personal charclar of the ruler 
wm above suspicion ; bis, admin ist ration was the most respectable 
• of the three ; a majority of .the Maharajkuns were in his favour^ 
while: the conduct of the Nabha Raja was not very creditable. The 
probationary period proposed was five years and Trevelyan wanted 
.Patiala to .enter into a written, bond In which the ruler would have 
to promise .tO' decide disputes with Justice, to proieot the rights and 
privileges of the Maharajkians, not to demand anything in the form 
of revenue, land-tax or octroi and to conform strictly to any other 
rules which the Supreme Gevernment might issue for hii guidance. 
The Political Agent was to interfere in as few ca'-ea as possible 
and in such a manner as would be least degrading to the Raja's 
authority,^ A largo discretion was to be vested in the Raja and 
unless great caution was exercised in .framing the rules, the attempt 
to lay down detailed rules would be likely to lead to intrigues 
against his authority ; at any rate, suggested Trevelyan, it would 
be better to wait till their expediency was demonstrated by experience 
instead of laying them down experimentally in the first instance 


I B. Nt 32, Ii, N, 70A, September 22, 1832. 

Trevelyan waa against tbe oases being taken to the Political Agent 
direct as it would mean a double, government md a divided^ reaponsib.Hty 
and lead lo to a perpetual struggle between Patiala’s partisan® and iti rivals. 
The result would be diseorder and violence. The object of ®nt rusting >b© 
Government of the Maharajkians in the words of Trevelyan was ** the estab- 
liehrnent of stable and settled government with power® sufficient for the 
maintensnoe of its authority which at the same time it will be responeible 
to u® for any violation of the trust which has been invested in it. , 
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The Hoiioiirablc the Vice-President in Council, to . whom the 
case had been referred, concurred with the Goyernor-General in 
placing the Maharajldans under the protection of Patiala as an 
experiment.^ The only objection occurring to the Vice-President was 
tliat it might lead to misconduct on the part of the Raja of 
Nabha, ‘Hvhich may involve the Government in the unpleasant‘s 
necessity of treating him with some severity''. In December 1832, 
Fraser forwarded a letter from the Secretary at Calcutta in which 
the Governor-General had resolved in concurrence with the Honour- 
able the Vice-President in Council to entrust the administration 
and the government of the whole of the Maharajkian villages, to 
the Patiala Raja for a period of five years.® The villages were to 
be made over to the Raja upon his delivering in a written 
agreement his consent to abide by the condition laid by the 
Supreme Government. 


1. Swinton to Mancnagbten, November F- 1832, B. N. 32, L. 103, p, 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 12, 183 >, B. N. 32, L. m 120. 

Macnaghten to Fraser. December 4, 1832, p. 442*42, 

,3 The following four conditions were laid down : — > 

(1) To decide every case which is referred o him by the members of th ^ 
Maharajkian community.... .with justice and impartiality. 

(2) To conform and jfjrotect them with possession and exercise of all their 
established rights and privileges, 

(3) Not to demand anything from them in the shape of revenue either as Ian i 
tax, or octroi on any pretext whatever. 

(4) To strictly centorm to any other rule which may hereafter appear to the 

Supreme Government to be necessary for his guidance in tho discharge of his 

According to the instructions of the Governor-General, the British 

Govemmsnt was mi ti mterfere until there was •• extraordinary abuse ot 
power ; the Political Agent was to interfere in as few oases as possible and in 
such a manner aa likely to be the least degrading to the Raja’s authority. 
(B, N. 32, p. 442). . 
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I Clerk, oil July 23, 1833, acknowledged the ordori?i of Govern- 

j merit regarding the Maharajkians but observ'ed that Patiala persisted 

j; in upholding a claim to exclusive^ rights of unconditional junsdictioi:i 

I which had been repeatedly denied by Government, the admission 

I t>f which wotild be incompatible with that degree of in'iepenJerice 

to which the Maharajkian community had established its 


Under these circumstances, the Political Agent suggested that 
they should be put under his control. But he wanted that the 
states of Patiala, Nabha and Jind should be warned against inter- 
ference in the of the Maharajkians,* He therefore asked for 


I. Clerk to Fraser, B N. 79, L. N. 58. 


The Baja of Patiala addressed three letters to Clerk dated January 2 
and 19, and March 14, 1833, claiming that from the times of Baja Alarn 
Singh and Amar Singh, the Patiala rulers had settled the disputes of the 
Maharajkian ; although be did not get any revenue from them, vet it was 
his desire to promote their welfare ; he protested against their being con- 
sidered indepf^ndent of him ; they were the dependants of Patiala and as 
such had paid a tribute of Bs# 4000 and a horse to Diwan JE^annu Mai 
in 1788. The Xtaja of Patiala also argued that his father had saved the 
Maharajkians from the greed of Diwan Mohkam Chand, and that in 1808, 
when Maharaja Hanjit Singh was abnit to attack them, his father (Ea|a 
Sahib Singh) had armed them, and allowed them to garrison the fort at 
Bhatinda ; he also wrote how Ochterlony had not questioned Sahib Singh’s 
right to exercise control over them unconditionally therefore he regretted his 
inability to agree to the conditions which the British Qovei'nment wanted 
to impose upon him, aiding by way of further explanation ; Do not attri- 
bute my non-eorapliance with the proposed ooadifcions to personal 
motives.’* 

Clerk to Fraser, July 23. 1833, B. 'H. 79, L- H. 58. 

He observed s ** The entire withdrawal, therefore, of the obnoacioua 
influence of the rival states of Jind* Patiala and Habha is esisptW to 
the exercise of any degree of salutary superintendence oa the patt of the 
local agent. The bitter Jealousies of these Ohiefs,^^ but especially of the two 
latter, in regard to the administr^ion of the affairs of the Maharajkiai*^ 
have hitherto been - the fiaae of odis^mity/^and it may be anticipated^ 
the epdeavours to ppi aside the pswiy . feeling . eisccited ainohg' them*-,; ynll 
still' be met here and ’there ' by ; the secret designs of 1?atiala and 


liilis 
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m order of Government ' placing them directly ^ under British 
superintendence — an order which should be accompanied witli 
letters on the part of the Government, ; addressed " tO' -; ^ 
Chiefs, containing the strongest admonitions against their future 
interference in the affairs of this community, on any occasions 
except when their services may be called for by the British 
authorities/' Government did issue such an order/ 

For about three years, the Maharajkian affairs were allowed 
to lie over. In April 1836, Metcalfe forwarded a copy of the 
despatch from the Secretary at Agra relative to the Maharajkian 
Sikhs/ Clerk was directed to suggest some arrangement by which 
the necessary improvement of the Maharajkian administration mig, lit 
be effected, if he thought that their internal condition was serious 
and required the adoption of any special measure. Bushby, too, 
wrote to Metcalf e to expedite the transmission of report — called 
for from Political Agent, Ambala, respecting the Maharajkian Sikhs/'^ 

Clerk gave a very lengthy reply^ in which he traced their 
early history till the time when they were placed under the control 
of his office by order of Government dated August 22, 1833. To 
communicate that order, h© summoned important members of the 
Maharajkian community to meet him at Ambab, Several hundred 
attended ; Clerk asked them to elect ** Sarkardas or heads of 


1. The order of the Government, darted August 22, 1833, was quoted by Clerk in 
bis letter to Metcalfe of August 31, 1836 — (B. N. 82, L. N, 145). 

The Board of Directors seemed to have realised, the reluctance of Clen’k 
in assuming the charge of the Maharajkian affairs (B. N. 38, L. N. 
December 27, 1838)?— DeipatchJSfo, 31, May 16, 1838. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 28, 1836, B. N* 36, D. N. 34. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, April 16. 1836, B. N, 36, p. 124. 

3. .Metcalfe to Clerk, August 29,. 1836, B. N.'3S, L, N* 81, 

Bushby to MetoaMe, August '2l,T88i, 'B. N. 36, p. 284. 

4. ' Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, ,1836, 'B* N, 82, B. N. 146. 
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every Patti who were to make fall inquiries into their disputes 
and settle them by arbitration. The number thus elected was 
I'lfty-five ; later on it was reduced to forty-eight.^ The heads pointed 
out to Clerk that they had not the means to control the factions 
who used to indulge in disputes about land. Therefore, many of 
their decisions confirmed by the Political Agent could not be 
enforced for months. So they requested him to recommend to 
Government to fix a permanent Thana for the purpose. Clerk told 
them plainly that Government would not agree to that measure and 
that it was also passible they themselves might repent of this 
request later on.® 


1. This was done at Clerk’s porsuasion when ho was at Balawali. Clerk also 

reported the prevalence of two great evils in the Maharajkiaik society 

infancticide and land disputes. To stop the former evil, he had a talk 
with these **Sarkarda8 ” who agreed with him that the practice was against 
the teachings of their Gurus and promised to put an end to it. He 
declared that the Maharajkisas did not look upon this horrible practice 
with abhorrence and inspite of the assurances given by the Heads, Clerk 
believed that it waa quietly practised. However, with their approval. Clerk 
issued a proclamation that any one who should be proved hereafter to 
have suffered the crime to be practised in his family would be liable to the 
forfeiture of his estate. Clerk once again made an earnest appeal to them 
to stop this evil practice and they agreed unanimously to assist him in its 

suprcBsion. In regard to land disputes, Clerk remarked;** the general 

protection of the British Government has not only removed the danger which 
kept their union alive, it has also enhanced immeasurably the value of their 
lands Thence ..... struggles and affrays, arising out of disputes, regwding 
the posseseion of such property, are of'daily occurrence"” 

(B. N. 825, IC-. N. 145h 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B* N, S3, N. 146. 


Notwithstanding comparative quiet prevailing in their territories. 
Clerk thought that this by no means meant that they had assumeii 
peaceful habits. A majority were still in favour of fighting out 
their disputes, but if bloodshed could be averted the disputants 
could be brought to see the advantages of compromise. He also 
talked with the Headmen about the anxiety of the British Govern- 
ment to improve their administration they expressed their inability 
to carry through any measures for preventing recourse to arms on 
every trifimg occasion by turbulent members unless they had effective 

military support.* 

In other words, the Maharajkians required careful nursing 
and watching.® One must realise what herculean efforts Clerk was 
making to civilise them and turn them into peaceful citizens. 



1. Clerk could suggest no other remedy of improving their administration except 

the introduction of municipal laws. According to him, it would not be 
attended with much difficulty. The Court of Directors in their Despatch 
No. 31 of May 16, 1838, paid a tribute to the work of Clerk in the following 

The difficulties which existed in Government of this body have 

been hitherto very successfully contended against by the Agent at Ambala.’* 
(B. N. 38, L. N. 90, December 27, 1838). 

2. Clerk felt that there was a great necessity for such a support. He further 

, remarked: This done, the introduction through the mediation of Headmen 

of rules indispensable to the amelioration of the condition of the community 
maybe proceeded with in the certainty that whatever is pointed will be 

carried into execution,” 

3. For that purpose, Clerk wanted to utilise the services of the First Local Horse, 
atationed at Balawali* If that were not possible. Clerk wanted to recruit a 
detachment of 50 Horsemen; unfortunately the Maharajkians were unable to 
pay for their expenses* XTnder these circumstances, Clerk felt compelled tu 
recommend the use of a detachment of the Sikh Conungent, kept 
at Ambala. Metcalfe, the Agent at Delhi, referred Cleik to Boshby's 
despatch of September 34, 15^30, addressed to himself, in which the Lieutenant- 
Governor accepted Clerk’s suggestion. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1830, B, N. 82, L, N* 145. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September^^SO, 1836, B. N, 36, L. N. 38. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, September 24, 1836, B. 36, p« 326. 


Disputes between Patiala and the Chnlian Sikhs. 

On January 4 , 1886 ,^ Metcalfe, the Agent at Delhi, enquired 
of Clerk whether the Chulian Sikhs, who had been temporarily 
placed under the authority of Patiala, could be made independent 
of that state without danger of returning to their former 1 abits of 
violence ; he was also to find out if the Raja of Patiala had any 
objection to urge against their being emancipated from their subjec- 

Cle k replied: I do . not think there is any danger of 

Chulian Sikhs returning to their former habits of violeiice in the 
event rf their being again considered independent of Patiala — They 
would not be more iinruiy than others, sv{l)jected to the Agency at 
Ambala But he also pointed ont that the Raja of Patiala 

would not like to agree to the proposal as it would mean a 
diminution of his authority and military sneans*® 

Clerk was emphatically of the opinion that nothing had ever 
occurred in the history of the Chiilians which could be constructed 
as having abrogated their right to be allowed to :»-e-asBume that 
decree of independence under protection of the British Government 
which was vested in the Sikhs of their class. If these Chulians 
were ^iven for ever to Patiala, it might in fact regard them as 
escheated to its Government* Moreover, their record tinder the 
British Governmtnt was not a bad one.^ Therefore Clerk thought 


I* Metcalfe to Clerk, Jaoutary 4, 1S36, B* H* 36, t. N. 2. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, December 19 , iS36, B- N, 36, |>. i* 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 12, 18^6, B. H, 82, L. N. 8. 

Ob© could understand Patiala’s' reluctance to release them from bja 
authority. The Chulians were a confederacy of 600 Horsemen and Patfela 
stood to gain a great deal from them. " ' • 


it would be just to restore them to the direct protection of the 
British Goveraaient ; the rights of PatiaU would not b® infringed 
by the step. . Ill that event, “the Chulian Sikhs would serve' most 
vvillingiy and zealously the Bdttsh Government direct and would 
consider a fixed proportion of their sawars, to join the Sikh 
contingent, as the best of terms compared with those of their 
present subjeotioa'k Metcalfe once again requested Clerk to ascer- 
tain whether the Raja of Patiala had any objection to the restoration 
of the Chnlian Sikhs to their independenc®.^ 

Wh^n the proposal was submitted to the Raja of Patiala, he 
could offer no specidc objection ti the claims of the Chulian Sikhs, 
hut referred to the orders under which he h id exercised authority 
over them.® 

Government next asked Clerk to suggest a plan for an 
ndependent government of the Chulian Sikhs.® Clerk replied thit 
he best plan recommended and in the process of adoption was that 
the proprietors should be bound in writing to abide by the decision 
of the “ Sarkardas '' or elected heads of their Pattis or divisions.’^ 
Certain arbitrators should als > be appointed to work under his 
guidance. 


i. Metcalfe also wrote.' It is not to be supposed that tha Patiala, Chief w 
willingly accede to the eruancipstion of tbes* tributarias **. 

Metcalf© to Clerk, February 11, . 1S30, 'B, H. 36, L. N. U* 

Bashby to Metcalfe, l^’ebruary I8H6. B. N, S6, p, 54. 
t. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 21, IS36. B. N. »2, L. N. 39. . 

3. ' Metcalf© to Clerk, April 28, WU, B. ,N. 38, B. N. 33. 

Busbby to Metcalfe, April 16, 1836, B. H. 36, p* 122. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, Jim© 20, 1836, B. ■IST^-Se, B. N* 4®. ■ 

Buabby to Metcalfe, June 8, 1836, 'B. 36, B, N. 178. 

4. Clerk to Metcalf©, July 5, 1830, , 82, ' B, H, 1 0. 


Ckrk could see no dilllculty in the nomination of the 
Sarkardas This arrangement was complete in the Patfci of 
lii rel ; in the other Pattis, Clerk observed that the people had been 
deterred by threats from expressing themselves in favour of British 
contruL He also felt that it was a mistake on their part to have 
preferred such a request ; but having done so, Clerk recommended 
their being taken under British protection d Their condition might 
become much worse, if they were' not removed from the control 
of Patiala, Even if the ** Sarkardas were not nominated by the 
Pattidars, the Political Agent could foresee no difficulty in exercising 
an efficient control over them from Ambala, 

The Chulian Sikhs were givrn the option of either remaining 
under British Government or that of Patiala ; Clerk also suggested 
that the Barel Patti might be placed under the Agency at Ambala, 
as it had expressed itself in favour of accepting the British 
protection ; the Sikhs of the other Pattis had not shown any 
keenness in the matter and Clerk thought that they must be 
feeling satisfied with the old system. He, therefore, recommended 
that the management of the Barel Patti might be assumed by 
the British Goverrment while the remainder of the Chulian Sikhs as 
w^ell as Patiala might be notified that the former were at liberty 
to continue their present connection with the latter or to terminate 
it hereafter. 

On August 11, 1836, Metcalfe referred Clerk to the despatch 
of Bushby in which the five Pattis of the Chulian Sikhs were 
directed to show by election whether they would like to come under 
the direct control of the British Government or to remain under 


♦ 



1. Clerk toMetoalfe, July 6. m«, B. N. 82, L. X 120, 
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the superintendeoce of the^ Raja. -of. Patiala.^ Clerk, in following 
the instractions of ,, Government, ■asked the i^atiaia :aathoidtles\ 
'rlephte;-^ '.an" to accompany one being sent., by-' Mm ' but'>''n^ 

state officer attended. Clerk - was of the view that ■ it 

a part of their design to throw obstacles in , the way; of the 
Ctinlians, 

In forwarding the results of election. Clerk remarked that no 
threat or intimidation had been used to procure the signature of 
the people and that they had expressed their genuine feeling. 
With the exception of Tehl Singh in the Lamba Patti, the people 
had voted in favour of being restored to the control of the British 
Government. ^ Two papers ha4 been submitted by the Vakils of 
Patiala»one containing the signatures of 14 co-sharers, the other of 
eighteen. From their dates they appeared to have been drawn up 
about the time when the Patiala authorities were having recourse 
to threats. All these people had subscribed to the declaration which 
expressed a desire to be emancipated from the control of Patiala. 
Clerk added in conclusion that each Patti had executed a written 
engagement to abide by the decision of the "‘Sarkardas'h who 
would act as arbitrators under the superintendence of bis office^. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, Augst 1 1, 1830, B. N, 36, L. N. 73. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, Angst 6, 1836, p. 269. 

The Secretary further wrotai »*— — It is not necessary to bind oistselves to 
grant that option hereafter. Further application for emancipation from the 
superiority of Patiala will be decided as may be expedient at the tmie of presen- 
tation. Whatever the Raja may have to urge against this arrangement is to be 
submitted for eonaiderat ion’** ^ 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, September 16, 18,34', BfN. 82* li. N. 162, ^ 
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Metcalfe, in reply, referred^ him to the letter of the Secre- 
tary at Agra in which the Lieutenant-Governor had approved the 
arrangement in the five Pattis of the Ohulian Sikhs for emanci- 
pating the*'people from the control of Patiala and placing them 
under the British Government; the appointment of headmen for the 
settlement of disputes was also appreciated. In this way, the Chulians 
were taken under British control. 

(4) Disputes between Kaitbal and Barwalia Sikhs. 

On November 16, 1834,® Clerk reported on the case of Barwalia 
Sikhs versus the Kaithal Chief. Ochterlony on one occasion had 
allowed the Bhai of Kaithal to enforce his { Ochterlony ’s ) decree 
in a case affecting the Barwalias. Birch, before whom many com- 
plaints were made between. 18l5— 18, used to adjust such cases 
without the mediation of the Kaithal authorities. Bhai Lai Singh 
of Kaithal had protested "against such a proceeding and thereafter 
Birch would s ttle certain disputes through the Bhai and others as 

before, i. e directly with the parties themselves. He generally 

followed the latter course but in the last Barwalia case he passed, 
an order referring the complaint for inquiry to the Kaithal Vakils. 
Ross followed the pJicy of his predecessor last pursued by him; 
Murray also referred the very first Barwalia case to Kait h al observ- 
ing that all the Pattidars and Sikhs of Barwalias being subject to 
Kaithal, complainants among them should repair thither. He seemed 
to have considered the Bhai as the proper arbiter and uniformly 
to have referred aU such cases to Kaithal.^ 


1. Metoalfe to Clerk, October 1, 18S6, B. K. 3b, X. N. to SietM^ 

September 20, 1838, * ■ 

% Clerk toFr«w, Itovepiber M, 1834, m 

8 , im 
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Clerk then went on to give some particulars sboiit the leader 
of ' the discontent Singh Barwalia, ^ who, not;, only 

the right of Kaithal to control the Barwalias, but also refused to 
be a party to a written engagement by which many other Barwalias 
in 1804-05 had bound themselves to KaithaL He had complained 
to the Oovernor-Generars Agent at Delhi that the Bhai of Kaithal 
had built a fort in Liidhi; on Clerk's asking for the authority of 
such a measure, the Bhai's Agent asserted that they had a veibal 
permission and could not produce any letter or order to support 
their assertion. On September 29, Sukha Singh and other Barwalia 
Sikhs reported to Clerk of an attack made on the village of Nalvi 
by the Kaithal troops. On October 12, Clerk addressed a letter to 
the Bhai prohibiting his again interfering forcibly in the affairs 
of Barwalias without special instructions. Two days after, came 
the collision between the Bhai’s troops and the Barwalias at Golepura 
in which several lives were lost.® The immediate cause of these 
hostilities was the imprisonment of certain Sikhs by Sukha Singh 
and his partisans. After their release they had gone to Kaithal 
and told the authorities there that their confinement had been the 
consequence of their declaring tw^o years earlier their allegiance 
to the Bhai. Sukha Singh was captured and imprisoned by the 
ruler of Kaithal but he escaped from the prison, collected the 
fraternity and appealed to Delhi. Their chastisement w^as determined 
by the Kaithal ministry with the deplorable result above noted*^ 


1. According to Clerk, Sukha Singh bore the character of a factious man. 

2. The loss on both the sides was almost equal; On Kaithal side, two leaders and 
36 men were killed; on the side of Barwalias, two leaders and 42 men lost 
their lives. Many cruelties were committed by the Kaithal troops and inno- 
cent people put to the sword. 

3. Clerk never learnt that hostile preparations were going on. Neither of the two 

parties took the tronblf-o'f ipforminf ‘ ■' ' " 


Clerk had hurried to the ^pot and the Kaithal trocps had 
retired except from the Thaiia at, Lukhi. He had required the 
withdrawl of several partiesieft in several villages, where resistance 
had been shown. He bad placed his Chaprasi and awaited the 
orders of Government. Everything was quiet and there was no 
apprehension of a renewal of hostilities. He was in favour of tak« 
ixig strong action againat Kaithal, observing: ‘*The Kaithal authori- 
ties will not suffer a recourse to arms among these protected states 
for purposes that may be peaceably effect in communication with 
the local agent for these states. These differeneea will be difficult 
tc reconcile unless the Barwalia outrages are visited with some 
lasting mark of dis-satisf action of the Government/’^ 

The remedy suggested by Clerk was that the Barwalias should 
be taken direct under the British control as it would result in 
“a far greater degree of good order in the Pattis with result that 
has yet been attained or ever can be attained under the partial 
and mutable system of Government to which they have been sub* 
Jected since their connection with Kaithal/' 


1. Clerk to Traser, November 16, 1831, B.N. SO, L.N. 199. 

Clerk remarked: **11 1 may offer an opialou I should say that oa the grouad 
of no progress whatever having been made in reforming the loose predatory 

habits of the Barwalia Sikhs they were relinquished to the control of Bhai 

of Kaithal sixteen years ago...... that the measure of coercion direoted against 

them were determined on in defiance of your prohibition and further th«we 
nd'eisufes were carried into effect with the most unjustifiable severity, the 
least thing that can be done in order to mark the reprehension with whioh >he 
Supreme Government regards such outrages ' and the inflictions of lufferingi 
so unmerited is to require the Kaithat adthoritlee 40 foreg4. ' 

to abstain heieafler from all interference- the^^i^eiirs^of 
Silhi 



[ 1 ^ 52 ] 


Talking abont the nature of the relations subsisting between 
'tter. B and Kaithal state, Clerk said' that it was of a loose 

'nature: must naturally subsist among a military people. The 
ru^er of Kaithal had adduced a written engagement on the part of 
these Bikhs to supply a contingent of Horse and wanted the 
Barwalia lands to be regarded as a fiei But that was not correct 
as that connection did not have any element of subservience or 
vassalage.^ **Every Sikh assumed the right of transferring, not only 
his allegiance, Tor they owned no such tie, but his relations of 
mutual aid whensoever he pleased and - to whomsoever he pleased,” 
Thus the Barwalia Sikhs were at one time co-operating with Gulab 
Singh Shahid, at another with the Ahluwalia Missal and latterly 
with ihe Bhais of Kaithal 

On February 24, 1685/'^ Fraser referred Clerk to a letter of 
the Secretary at Agra. The Bhai of Kaithal had to pay compen- 
sation for the damage sustained by the Barwalias; his interference 
with their affairs was prohibited in the future. If there were any 
prisoners, they were to be immediately released by the Kaithal Govern- 
ment, The conduct of the Bhai was described as ^^unwarrantable''; 
the local British officials seemed to have been inconsistent in their 
attitude and at times treated the Barwalia Sikhs as subject of 



1. According to Clerk, the connection between the two was not feudal. He 

observed ; ** That variable connections however, subaisting among Sikh 

proprietors, at the time this engagement was executed implied nothing 
of the nature of the subservience, vassalage and other conditions belong- 
ing to fealty 

2. , Fraser to Clerk, February 24, 'J'S35, 'H. 315, L. N. 10. 

Secretary Agra Government to Fraser February IL 1835. B. H. 35, p. 6546. 


■ imj ■ 

Kaitshal which had misled the Bhal la treitfiiig 
'Thus the '. Bar walia passed out of the' -.coEtro! 
Kaithal. , 


1. The Secretary admitted that oa other occasions, the Bhai ot Kidthal bad recog. 
nised them as a separate and independent body. 

Fraser v?rote a long despatch to Government on tiie relations of the 
Barwaiia Sikhs and the Ivaithal Chief. After tracing in. detail the early history 
of these Sikhs, Fraser observed that there were proofs of their independono**, 
long before the claim of the Kaithal Chief was put forward. They had been 
considered so by earlier Political Agents, although they were on friendly terms 
with that ruler. Later on, they were placed under the control of Kaithal, 
although this step was not **wai ranted by faith or good policy'*. The Barwaiia 
Sikhs had all along been opposed to it. The claim of the Bhai had rested upon 
a document wt ich was not only unattestcd but suspected to be a forgery. 
Moreover, the question was not of the Bhafs claim to over lordship but of 
the punishment to be inflicted on him for what he had done. As Fraser put 
it ... • ‘*Tbe claims of this Chief to service and obedience from the Barwaiia 
Sikhs and their declaration of being independent on the British Government 
alone being under investigation, the Kaithal Chief disregards the orders of 
the local authorities not to interfere violently in the affairs of the Barwaiia 
party, attacks and plunders some of their villages .... puts to death a number 
of men, makes several prisoners and retains them in confinement at Kaithal 
inspite of repeated requisitions for their release .... 

The Kaithal Chief * . * . has maintained his claim ia a manner that lays 
him open .... to any punishment .... Government may think it proper to 
inflict ♦ * * . ill usage by him of any of |the Barwaiia Sikhs . *■ , at one# 
them from their connection with him and it is ill usuage .... which has driven 
them to implore the speedy justice of the British Goverament and redress 
through its sovereign powers. 

Unless Government punish the outrage .... with very great sevarlty, 
the little obedience that is »3w paid to, the r#po.*strancei of the 
......will be totally wlthhel#% ^ 


tliem so harshly.^ 
of the Bhais of 




.■(5) Pisptttes h$twBm laliba .and the ludraa and' the Senti Sikhs. 

It was in a despatch of 1833 that Clerk reported to Fraser 
that the Ludran Sikhs had failed to furnish their contingent 
of Horse to Nabha, inspite of the importunities of the ruler He 
also added that even in 1829, the Raja of Nabha had complained 
to Murray about the conduct of these people and desired him to 
recall them to a sense of their duty rather than that he should 
proceed himself to coerce them By way of reply, the Lxidrans had 
presented a petition to Government in 1830 against the Nabha 
ruler. As far as Clerk was concerned, all his attempts having failed 
to induce them to fulfil their obligation, he had to writ^ to the 
Rhja^that he could coerce them in any manner he thought necessary 
to compel the attendance of their contingent. ^ Clerk felt that the 
Raj.a was adopting a mild course; he was only restraining then 
from three or four villages by holding the revenues* in deposit until 
they obeyed his injuncdoiis. 


{Continued from page 25o) 

Therefore^ Fraser suggested a drastic puiiishmeat to be inflicted on 
the Bhai of Kaithal, aitUough he admitted that the ruler was only about 
19 years old and surrounded by evil advisers. Ttie Bhai was to dismiss the 
officers responsible for the outrage, surrender the prisoners to Clerk and 
pension the widows and orphans of those who ** have fallen a sacrifice to his 
violence** and also to pay adequate compensation to the victims \ a fine 
was to be imposai on the Kaithal Government, If these terms were not 
fulfilled within a week, Fraser suggested that Kaithal was to be occupied by a 
force until the Chief submitted unconditionaliy. However, he added that tho 
Kaithal Chief had been brought to reason by ' Clerk and had promised ' to 
abstain from tuH her offensive measures. (B, N. S5, p; 69—90, January 28, 
i83S). ' ■ 

But the Lieutenant-Governor refused to accept Fraser's penal measufes 
as the Secretary at Agra wrote that His Honour did not propose to carry 
the punishment of the outrage further but he was required to report that these 
orders had been carried into effect. 

L Clerk to Fraser,, July 20, B.’N. 79, L. N. ,57. Also see, B. N. 30, 

L, N. 44, and B. N. 76, L. N. 249. 

2. Clerk said that the I^iudran Sikhs were evem'migrepresenting the number ®f the 
quota they had to furnish. 


vm] 


To come to the Sonti Sikhs. Clerk, in a IiTter to 

thus traced the history of their relations with. Xabliah-- 

In 1820, the Nabha Eaja complained to Birch about their 
Contumacy/' and the latter passed an order directing thdr attendance 
as here tofore at Nabha with seventy Horse, asking Suclh Singh 
Sontiwala to fulfil hia engagem nt or the Raja would be at liberty to 
coerce them* He issued a circular, too, to all the Protected Sikh Statf^s, 
prohibiting them from rendering any assistaiu'C if the Nabha Raja 
desired to chastise them. Further, an earlier petition of the Sonti 
Sikhs presented again in Birch's days, stated that, in obedience to orders, 
seventy-two Horse had been present at Nabha for a period of two 
months ; it was further said that these horses, according to ancient 
usages, attended only on the occasion of any disturbances but the Raja 
required them to be j resent in his service in the time of peace as well * 
Ross, who succeeded Birch, sent for the Vakil of the Sonti Sikhs in 1821 
and put some questions to him regarding the validity of their engage- 
ment To the Nabha ruler ; their replies admitted the genuineness of the 
engagement. Towards the close of the year Ross issued an order to the 
Sonti Sikhs blaming them for their failure in their allegiance to. and 
their attendance on, the ruler of Nabha and warned them of the come- 


»queaces.2 In 1822, a note was presented by Nabha that the disobedience 
of the Sonti Sikhs had forced the ruler to enforce certain penalties on 
them, as they were reluctant to meet their engagement. Ross authorised 
the ruler to adopt the proposed course. In March 1823, the Sonti Sikhs 
presented a petition to Ross in which they declared that they had 
promised to furnish seventy Horse in times of trouble as the Raja of 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August M, 6p. 

2* Clerk to Fraser^ Au^St J f f . 

3, ■ pltJTk Boss, issplog ■■ J 

to the oopieS|^|.;dqot|_fa<^t|»f|io^ii^ oottdwied/ bdtwcN 

of the Swti Sikii# a* in 
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Nabha had promised to protect them from the attacks of Ranjit Singh. 
From that time, they had furnis ,ed seventy horsemen on occasion of any 
disturbance and when it was over, they returned to their homes. If they 
were expected to serve also in times of peace, that would be a great 
hardship for them. According to Clerk, the petition deserved particular 
attention not only with reference to the Raja’s right of claiming 
a contingent from them, but as setting forth the other and the 
true grounds of complaints on the part of the Sonti Sikhs, relating 
to the vexatious interference of the Raja.i In 1824, the Nabha 
Raja again complained of the conduct of the Sonti Sikhs and Murray 
who was then the Agent at Ambalay ordered them to attend on 
the Raja according to their engagement with seventy Horse, failing 
which their Jagir would be confiscated. In July 18-26, the ruler 
of Nabha&addressed a note to Metcalfe and sent him certain documents 
dealing with the case and received the reply that they would 
doubtless fulfil their engagements, otherwise the prescribed penalties 
should be enforced. In 1827, Murray, on a representation that 
the Sonti Sikhs had committed disorders which were attended with 
loss of life, authorised the Nabha authoritise to coerce them, qq 
the commission of fiither aggression, he declared that they were the 
subjects of Nabha and that the Ambala office had no jurisdiction 
over them. On another complaint the same officer ordered that the 
Baja should act according to the orders of Metcalfe and Ochterlony. 
In 1829, the Resident at Delhi admitted the right of the Nabha* 
ruler to control these Sikhs who were discribed as his Tabedars. 
no other government having any right to interfere in their affairs.* 
In 1830, the Sonti Sikhs presented a petition complaining of the 



1. Clerk to Fraser, August 3, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 66. 


2 . im. OnS6ptember25. 1827, Colebrooke, the Resident, wrote to Murray that 
the British Oovemment could not interfere in the dispute between the Baja of 

Nabba and the Sonti and Lndran SiMis, (B.N, 27, 1,,N. 236), 

^ also, P,N, 78, ItaN. |I99, Jninary 22, 1889, 


lyranny of the Nabha Raja and denying his claims to their service* 
Murray, therefore, proposed that both the Honti and the tudran 
Sikhs should be placed without the pale of Sabha’s authority, their 
contingents continuing to be furnished to him, but all jurisdiction 
over them to be vested in the Ambala office. But the Rrsident, in 
reply, deprecated rll interference with Nabha in favour cd the Sonti 
and the Ludran Sikhs, observing that they “could not be protected 
by us without imposing on ourselves the duty of compelling them 
to fulfil their obligations to which they have subjected themselves. 

Three years later, Clerk again wrote a lengthy despatch 
about the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs.® He referred to the decision 
of his predecessor by which these vassals of the Nabha Raja were 
to be placed to a certain extent out of the reach or the Interference 
of Nabha; to this the Resident had objected.® It was then assumed 
that the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs were bound by ancient allegiance 
and by their written deeds to serve the Nabha Raja with certain 
quotas of the Horse. But it should be noted, said Clerk, that these 
Sikhs did not admit the Raja's presoriprive right to their allegiance 
or the authenticity of any documents produced in support of OTch 
a right and has been complaining to him for the past three years.* 


1 . The leader of the Sonti Sikhs wae one Sudh Singh. He was oherged with creat- 
ing disorder, fined and imprisoned' by Nabha. Btrt he was released at the 
persuasion of Clerk. (Clerk to Praser, December 3, 1883, B. N. 79, L, N. 160). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 12, 1836, B. N. 42, L. N. 136, 

3, Colebrooke, the Kes^dpnt, bad deprecated tto propp^ » 

petition was presented by Bir Singh, Budh Singh and other Sikhs of Sontk 
(ClesrifetO' Bnaser, Angost Th, 1836j H* ^ Ni.66)* 

4, ileto#Me4iibB«rveA-to.Gle*.tjhat<?«i^W^ vassals 

'Mabbas ■ Clerk ■poiUted'„ewt, ,«h^t.set' e^4e; a deofsAOn^ 'tsisu^e 

lIsbhAiBiilsiei oi^ # Ana. 

m- tbs 

mowsgtaph^ t ■ /; ' 
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CIeik:-;aI$OV'Obser^^ ^-that ; th© ruler , .of, Nabka ;claiped^:ili8^,:.fie.rvices- 
of. /Hors©: ■ from ^'4h^ Sikbs,, and, of seventy froni, tlie; 

Soutis« to perform by, bim. It, ;,.was,,, vei:y-' 

difficult;,, -to ’ ascertain -whether, that' se.rvice was-, being perffiroied; 
sntisfactorib; or notd .Clerk wa,s. -also, tr^diig. tO''- hmioiit' 

,iia,ti!re,':-,of- ' the ' relations- subsi8''‘ing between, --them ' and the Nabha 
Raja in 1809, 

The reason of their being declared vassals had been the 
exhibition of certain documents by the Nabha and the application 
of the word *'Jagirdar*’ to discribe them. If they were vassals, 
then Clerk was of the opinion that any interference in their affairs 
would be improper. But the Nabha ruler had not claimed that 
degree of control over them which might make them his vassals ; 
on the contrary, he had formally apprised the Political Agents- of 
any . neglect of service of which the Ludran Sikhs had been guilty.^ 
Therefore it was desirous to ascertain the proper footing on 
which to place ..the parties ; the written documents should 
have been very carefully examined for their authenticity ; to Gierk 
it was evident that no such examination took .place. 

According to Clerk, the Sikh Khalsa did not contain the 
clement of vassalage or any feudal organisation. The Sikhs pro- 
fessed to be committees of independent soldiers and all conquests 
were mad© by their confederacies ; the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs 
belonged to one of such confederacies the Nishanwalas...,,, owing 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, August 12,1836, B, K. 82, L. N, 186, 

2 Clerk remarked; the Kaja has not in my time, on occasion of die* 

fection following that strict course of coercion which could alone compel them 
indirectly fco fultii their supposed engagements... he has bsen cautious seeming 
either to foe apprehensive of an interference obnoxious to his. feelings as a 
sovereign’ resulting from any complaint ^ef- his violence- made by. those -he^ 
deems his subject, , or' ''distrustful' of his'vight to ^auch vassalage# ’ should their 
oomplsints -cause that to be called in,c|u«stioii»** ‘ >-.* ' ... . v.! 
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lealty in Clerk's days la the British Gavefuiatint. 'rksreiur#i the 
rhler of Nabha could not have any right of supremacy over them. 
But it did not ni3aa that they could n^t hwe been conquered ' 
by a neighbouring Chief as a' period of fifty years intervened 
between the Sikh victory at Sirhiud and the establishment of t!ic 
British protectorate in 180&. 

The first occasion, after the battle of Sirhiud, when the 
Ludraii and the S^hti Sikhs appeared in the field, was in a 
boundary dispute between Patiala and one oi the Sikh Chiefs of 
Ambala, The former were helped by the forces of Nabha and 
Jind ; the latter by the '' Nishanwala Misal; the Ludran and 
the Sonli Sikhs fought on the ^ side '.of Ambala, and heipd to raise 
its siege. So their position was independent. That was in 1781), 
The Ludran Sikhs did not engage in any oppcsitio.i to Nabha 
subsequent to 1780. About this time one of the uudran Chiefs 
gave his daughter to the Nabha Chief. Since then, they were the 
allies of Nabha, aiding them but also demanding aid from that 
state whenever they nrieded it. As regards the Sonti Sikhs, they 
opposed Nabha on various occasions, as the records of the Agency 
office showed. Thus the relations between Nabha and the Sontis were 
different from those of Nabha with the Ludran Sikhsd 

Clerk then went on to say that he had obtained the 
evidence of the zamindars, talked with the agents of Nabha and 
other Chiefs and had also carefully examined the documents pro- 
duced by the Nabha Vakils and had come to the conclusion that 
there was nothing in them to invalidate the claims of the Ludran 
and the Sonti Sikhs.* The documents had, been declared to be 


h Oktk to Metoalt'e, August 'IS, 1 S 30 , h, N. 136, 


3 ' Mm, 


forgeries by the Sonti Sikhs, It -was remarkable, commented Clerk, 
that- all orders issued by the- British authorities to the-Budran and 
the SoB-tl Sikhs, requiring their obedience to Nabha, were in 'possession 
of the Nabha Agents. In this way, the Nabha Raja had continued, 
with the assistance of British authorities, to usurp and exeicise 
over them the right of a feudal lord. In bis relations with the 
Sonti Sikhs, who were his co-parceners, he had been allowed to 
assume the same degree of supremacy.^ 

Writing on May 21, 1837,” again about them, Clerk observ- 
ed that the Raja of Nabha was feeling dis satisfied with Ms 
decision. At first, as Clerk explained, he was in favour of the 
control of the Raja, as long as he believed that the ruler was 
trying to win them over. That was why he had tried to recon- 
cile the tw^o parties. But the position had changed ; the Nabha 
ruler was not trying to conciliate them while the Ludran and the 
Sonti Sikhs were protesting against their connection With Nabha.^ 
Under these circumstances, Clerk remarked that he had no alter- 
native but to reject the Raja's claim for supremacy. 


l. The Sontia and Hablia held in joia^^ tenancy thirty-six villages. 

2 Cierk to Metcalfe, May il. 1837, B. K. 83, L. N. 22. 

3. Oiie of the Ludran Sardars, Raja Shigb, presentod a potition, in which he de 
dared that he had nothing to do with Nabha and that in 1S09, his father was 
declared an independent Chief. He alleged that the Nabha rule prepared a 
forged document and sent it to Ochtetlony who accepted it. He also pointed- 
out that Cierk had held the paper presented by Nabha to be doubtful and con- 
sequently had recognised his independence; the Sardar further averred that he 
was equal in rank to Chiefs like Mobar Singh and Gurbaksh Singh and was 
himself a, Nifihanwala Sardar, Raja Singh requested Government to instruct 
. the Nabha Chief to refrain from bringing forward any forged paper. 


} 

Tlie attitude of the .Supreme Goverimieut was defined hi 
two letters from Metcalfe to Clerk, In tbe first letter, Metcalfe 
referred Clerk to the letter of the Sf^creiary at Agra, m w'hich it 
was pointed out that ibe Lieutenant-Goveriior was of the opinion 
that the agreements entered into between the parlies wmt be 

maintained on both sidesd In the second letter, Metcalfe quo. eel 


{Coniinmd from page 2f 0) 

It seemed that this petition did not produce my great effect, for Hamil- 
ton wrot.e to ^Metcalfe: ^*His Honour requests it may be ascertained what 
evidence may be adduced by the petitimer to provcv tluxt <he engagements 
recorded ar© false and not genuine”. According to him, these engagements 
appear to have been considered correct and true but His Houiur is desirous 
that any doubt on the subject may be removed because if they are true, it %vill 
be proper that they are adhered to and enforced,” 

Hind. ^p. 425, December 9, 1837), 

Metcalfe thus observed to Clerk: **1 transmit these documents for 

the purpose of ascertaining your opinion as to tlie authenticity of the engage- 
ments alluded to by Mr. Hamilton, Of their genuineness, I have myself no 

doubt from the facts recorded but as it is to be hoped that the further 

r^ort now called or will lead to a final settlement of this long .pending 
question, it is but just towards the discontented party that they should have 
the benefit of your opinion, aliould it prove to be at variance with mine and 
equally due to the Baja of Habba that the terms of the engagements should be 
enforced if they were fairly and voluntarily executed”. 

b.H. 118, December 29, ISSI), 

Unfortunately, Bajai Singh did cot 'enjoy a good reputation for fe^acity 
and to‘nl>tbing se^lned to have eode'out of it. However, the Suprs^e 'Govern- 
inOhtdid lay down certain prinoip’es.togalde the relations bf the Nabha 'Chief 
with the'Bbnti'ahd the Ludtan ’Sikhs, :md Jn ' this way Indirectly b«o#fitt«d 
liaja Singh, ^ 

1. iletealfe to Clerk, July 

Seocetftty Agra Soveramant to Moie&tfa, July -19, 1837, B.N. 37, p. 219. 


from tlic letter of the Secretary to the Supreme Government, in 
which it was stated that the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs appeared 
ready to consent to feudal service on occasions like births, deaths 
marriages, war, etc,, and that the Nabha Rija bad no right to’ 
more.l In this way, Nabha’s supremacy over them was severely 
restricted. 


Iv' : Metcalfe to Clerk, Bepfceinber 8, B.N, 3S, L.N. 57 , 

Mocnaghteii to Metcalfe, August 2i), 1838, B.N. 38, p, 273. 

Lord Auckiaod addressed a letter to that eiXect to the Kaja of Nabha. 
His Lordship remarked: “The Chiefs of Soati aud Ludran appear ready enough 
to do the service you require by sending a certain member of mounted follow- 
ers to you upon certain special occasions: Isfe, the birth of a son to Nabha, 2nd 
the marriage of a son or daughter of Nabha, 3r the death of the reigning 

Baja, 4th, war and I do not think it advisable that they may be called upon 

for more than thi.s; and I am convinced that you will feel satisfied with an 
opinion thus expressed after much inquiry and deliberation by me and with 
this admission of your dignity and power. 

The question is, therefore, sot at rest and no further repreBoatation, in 
any way connected with the subject, will be attended to’* . (B.N 38, p. 274), 

The. orders of the Governor- General were approved by the Court of 
Directors, which observed: “rheengogeiaent on the part of these Sikhs to 
render military servieelo the Raja of Nabha ought .undoubtedly to be inter- 
preted with reference to the usages and feelings of the Sikh tribes and the 

actual relation which can be shewn to have existed between the fparties at the 

time when the British Government by recognising the obligation precluded any 
successful attempts to shake it off. On this principie, we think the Governor. 

General acted correctly on which the Spnti and Ludran Sikhs were to render 

service required of them . 

32) from a despatch of the Court of Directors, dated Maroh 12, No. 10 of 18i0. 


im] 


•• (e) , Dbpnlw batweea HM .and Balawall BlkM, 

^ - Or . Maixli ;-20,"’ 1836,'^ . Cler^ to Metcalfe tlie re?olt 

of the ..B.ala^^ali Sikhs . and their; attack on Mr, Edgeworth and hk 
.escort. Gi\dtig a .few ..paiticnlars . about these SikliB, C^erk observed 
.that the zamifidars of Bala wall were a wild people who under the 
..rule of ' Jmd ' did' 'wdiat , th^ not only in regard to paying 

revenue but in all other matters The. Taahiq of Balawali, comprig- 
ing ten viDag-.s, was situated about one hundred miles westward 
of Ambrda and seventy miles from Ludhiana. 

This revolt was the first manifestation of disaffection, since 
the time they had been brought under the control ef the British;^ 
it was also the first time that they were called upon to pay 
revenue. They had preferred a prescriptive right to a very light 
assessment and, according to Clerk, it had been very light-in fact, 
much lighter than in all the other Parganas of Jind. Moreover, 
their request to pay as hither to in kind had also been complied 
with. They had no excuse to attack Edgeworth.... an attack, des- 
cdbed by Clerk, as most wanton and quite in the spirit of an 


1. C. erk to Metcalfe, March 183d, B-N. 82, L.N. 38. 

Edgeworth was one of the British officials eppointed to administer JTiad 
till the question of succession was settled. He wanted that some compensation 
ought to be paid to him for the plunder of his property at the hands of the 
rebels but his claim was rejected by the Court of Directors. (Metcalfe to Clerk, 
February 22, 1839, B.N. 39, D.H* 7— Extract from D.N. 65 of 1838, November 21, 
1838). Clerk had desired that the compensation ought to be paid, 

. See, B.m 82, LhM. .86 and 88, and B.N. $6, D.N. 44. 

Also, Busbby to Metcalfe, May 21, 1836, IBM* 36* p. 154* 

2. Olerk to Metcalfe, March 20, 1886, B.H, 82, Ii*N. 38* 

TheBaUwalia had' rebelled, in 1815 also; they were then supporting' 
= Kanvar f artab Singh, son.of Baia Bbag Singh of’ Jiad* ,0obterlo»y - rnarotiod 
• to Balawali nnd suppressed the insurreetion; ■ \ f I y ' 

Septemb^r^ 30, 1814, B*N* tl, L llth 


untamed people’’.^ The suspicion of Clerk was that the zamindars 
of BalawaH had been instigated to commit the outrage by the AkaliS 
resorting to the fair at Gurusar. a holy place. 4nd diatanf only » 
few 

On March 21, 1836,® Clerk wrote that all the servants of 
the Thanas of Balawali and the escort of Edgeworth had been 
released by the rebels who retained possession of the fort and 
village; they were said to have been joined bj’ some matchlockmen 
on behalf of Rani Sahib Kirnwar of Jind.-"* 

Acknowledging loth the letters, Metcalfe remarked that Brigadier 
General Duncan, commanding the Sirbind Division, had been asked 
to send such forces as might seem necessary to effect the reduction 
of the fott.^ 


1. Olerk to Metcaifo, March 20, 1830, B>N. 82, B.N, 38, 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, B.N. 82, L.N. 40. 

3. Clerk was of the opinion that the deputies of Sahib Kun'war, who were at Delhi, 
should be dismissed from there until satisfaction be made or taken for th© 
outrage. 

4. Metcalfe to Clerk , March 23, 1836, B. N. 36, L N . 2 1 . 

Secretary, Agra Government to Metcalfe, April 30, 1836, B K. 36, p. 127-28* 
Metcalfe to Clerk, May 7, lfc36, B.N. 36, D N. 36. 

Metcalfe forw-arded a letter from' Wade- at DudMana to the Supreme 
GCvemmettt in which that officei? hadb urged' uppa the Gdwpnnmat call upon 
th© native -states of Patiala, Nidih%.eto.. to-’aubdue'the^ mmmgmtB* { B*N, 36, 
p.98). Wade’s arguments wers-that'-Ba^awali situated on th© borders of a 
desert and was surrounded by turhule,it people who would raise the peasantry; 
there was also th© risk of a collision with the Labor© authorities. (B.N. 36, 

' ' , ^ Metcalf© wrote .to’ erfeth^, ifthe, .e®i»©iv witih Wadei,. he* might . , com« , : 

■ ' '''mnnicete. with Duncan to star 'the;mifoh^ <^f tim: tr«^ (.BiN*. 36,.;:^:^. 24, 
M^rch 29^ 1836)« Clerk f ho wat^4.'i9!^>aEime^ hl]i|iat4i:.a 4B^ ||^ .y hse 



[265] 


^ ^ Replying on, march 30, 1836, Clerk observed that Brigadier- 
General Duncan had already , been requested to cause troops* to be 
marched for the suppression of the insurrection^ 


^Reporting again about, the. insurrection, Clerk wrote that 
the niimb'’^r of rebels had .not, increased; out of ten villages, seven 
had refused to,, join.® The Mahwarajkians had stood aloof; the Chiefs 
also had not given any ' support ,: to the rebels. There were about 
two hundred and fifty insurgents, led bv Gulab Singh Gill, a 
zamindar of Balawali and formerly a Rissaldar in Jind service. He 
further reported that the fort and town had been evacuated by 
the rebels on the 6th April, a few hours before the arrival of the 
British detachment.^ They appeared to have retired to Muktsar, a 
holy place belonging to Maharaja Ranjit Singh and from there 
crossed into his territory, 


{Continued from page 264) 

of Sikh ti’-oops alorio. He said that the turbulent people shoulid be made to 
feel the British authority; there was no risk of any clash with the subjects of 
the Lahore Government would be anxious to avert a catastrophe of this nature 
(B.N. 82, LA\ 62). 

The forces used were a detachment of Skinner^s Horse and the troops of 
Begam Samru. Tha expense incurred was about Rs 230D which was charged 
to tb© Jind revenues. (B N. S3, L.N. U, March 27, 1837). 

Edgeworth was j^repared to proceed to Balawah himseif to suppress the 
revolt, if given ©npngh support; {B.N. 82, L.N, 38).“ 

Also see, Metcalfe to Clerk, March 26, 1837^ B,K. 37, L.N# 33# 

!#• •Clerk to^Metealfe/' B.N* 82, L.N. 51 ' Ahnndant etippUea' for , troop, hi^d 

cqUeoted by Clefls'at Sangrur ; the,^0hi©f8 of Patiala, Habha md^ M#ldd 
, had also promised supply , whatever the British troi» pa needed* ' ' 

% to .1816, 81, L,H. 63. 

' ?, ' 'tSMk A^' 7, 188?. ' W;''8a,'t.N, U, ;= 
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Clerk, a week after, informed Metcalf? that Gnlab Singh Gill 
had been killed in attempting to force a passage across the Sutlej.' 
About eight rebels who were v?ith him were secured as also about 
forty more, among whom were several leaders; all were being stnt 
*■.0 Ambala.* 

Clerk himself had gone to Bala vali; before leaving that 
place, he asked Colonel Skinner to send a party of his Horse to 
be stationed there; until they arrived, he had arranged for forty 
Horsemen of the Sikh eontiiigent and thirty Bnrkandazes to remain 
there. In response to his appeal mvtiy Chiefs had .sent their contin- 
gents and abmt one thousand men in all hid joined the Political 
Agent; they w'ere also being dismissed,* 


With regard to the management of the Balawali^ Qasba and 
two of its dependent villages, a new arrangement was necessary 
as the people of those places were implicated in the outbreak.* 



1. Clerk to Me^ ealfe, April 14, 1836, B.N. »2, L.N. 62. 


Many of the insurgents were able to cross the Sufcle j and ©scape. Wade 
informed the Supreme Government of the CAptur© of Gulab Singh’s foUowera 
by the Mamdot zamindars (B N. 142, L.N. 19). Macnaghten replied that it 
would be inexpedient to demand their surrender. (B.N. 118, L.N. 72). 

2. Among the leaders captured. Clerk mentioned Lukha Singh, Doura Kowra, 
Desu Singh, Sudh Singh and Gulab Singh — JDesu Singh stabbed himself to 
death (B.N. 82, L.N 85) ; Mai Sub Rai of Jind was also implicated. 

S. Clerk to Metcalfe, April ’ 14, 1836, B.N. 82j Ii.N.' 62. 

Clerk paid a special tribute to the Pathan Chiefs of Malerkotla who 
**©vmeed as usual the utmost promptitude and zeal in supporting the cause 
of the'Bri|ilsh(3|ov©rnm©ut*’. H© e:Kpf eased himself against t he withdrawal of 
the Ist bocal Horse from Balawali, until the tj[uesticnof ^Tind siiooession was 
’ wttM. (BN. 82, LiN.m) 

4. Clerk repo^^ that the Cart of Bal^w^all, was being djaiwnti^ ; the met;- : 
chant® and other peaceable- classes ' were returning to the tom 

5, 'Ifhere were four seotiott® ^ of th©^ 



Bufc a fixed settlement was improbable as in all tbe Parganas 
of Jind, the agricuitnral elasses were being distracted by ruimotirs 
being daily spread among them if the probable sitcces*^ of some 
one or another of the numarous claiman‘s to the Jind Chielshipd 
The arrangements proposed hj Clerk were approved by Metcilfe who 
considered them jodiciouS and rec^mimeiided them for the sanction 
of the superior authority;® 

In a letter of May 9, 1836, Clerk threw more light on the 
Balawali insurrection^ and discussed the causes of the rebellion. The 
most important causes, according to him was ‘The inherent con- 
tumacy of the Balawali Jats’'; they were helped by the disbanded 
horsemen of Jind State, who resided in Balawali or neighbouring 
villages. As already stated, the leader of the revolt was Gnlab 
Singh Gill, formerly a Rissaldar in the Jind service: the small 
parties of horsemen which Joined him were composed of Sawars, 
once em Joyed in Jind. These horsemen had taken a principal part 
in the revolt. There was also Mai Sub Rai a widow of Kunwar 
Partab Singh of Jind, whose motives the Political Agent could not 
understand.^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Ap»U U, 1836, B.N, 82, T N. 62. 

2. Mefeoalfe to Clerk, April 19, 1836, B N, 36, L.N. 31. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, May, 7, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 36 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9, 1836 B.K. 82, L.N. 85. 

Clerk sent 27 persons, implicated la the rebellion, to stand tboir trial at 
Paaipat before Metcalfe - 

Also see, Metcalfe to Clerk, May 19, 1836, B.N. 36, 39» 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9, 1836, B.N* 82, L.N, Si. 

Clerk was under 'the impression that she Lad been Influenced bjr her 
brother Da! Singh, a triend of Oulab Singh Gill, who , 'took m eot^v# 
part in the $mm& of the fort and Thana of l^akwali' oa^thf' bight of 
Maroh 17. She lUd with Gnlab Singh GiU and was with^ him , when he 
wa® killed ; she was apprehended with othw in the domin^ns of Mahar^a 
njife Singh. k0 «ub»t<|uent fate is unknown. 


[ 26 S ] 


An extensiv^e search was, being -made , for theiecoverf/of^;A^^^^ 
pk'ndered’ property; the greater part of it had been taken away to 
tke neighbouring' villages, belonging to other state.? and the local 
officials, acting under the. instructions «,;f their ( hiefs, were showing 
the greatest alacrity in aiding the search. Through their eth rts, a 
considerable portion of the loot had been recovered.^ 

There were three Bhaiohak villages om where most of the 
plundered property had been recr?vered; many prisoners were inhabitants 
cf these villages ; the zamindars appear?/d to be in league with the 
party of Gulab Singh and had connived at the acts of the insurg- nts. 
They owned no. Chief, tlie propr-etori.d right of the villages was 
shared among several Bhais, inclading the Bhai of /vaithal. Clerk was <.f 
the view that Bhai Udai Singh of Kaithal should be oliowed to exercise 
authority in the Bhai-Chak villages.^ 

Clerk assured Metcalfe that no state had offered any help 
to ho Balawali rebels. The Maharajkian; Sikhs hxd absolutdy no 


1. Clerkto Metcalfe, May 9, 1836, B H. 82, L.N. 83, 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9, 1836, B.H. 82, L N, 85. 

Bhai of Kaitbal had written to Clerk that he was prepared to march 
with his troops to punish the Bhaichak villagers; he also promised to restrain 
them in future which he could easily do as he had a Tirana at Buchu, at a dis- 
tance of a few miles from the Bhaichak vilUgea. 

Clerk added, the proposed introduction of Bnai Udai Singh’s 

authority would be the most proper and most efficient mode of keeping 

them in cheek for the future’* 

Government agreed with Clerk’s view,* but also added that, in case ade- 
quate revenue could be derived frpm them, they might be taiien over by itself. 
It is not known what the fii al arrangement was, 

- Metcalfe to Clerk, June 2/, 1836,-B.-Ni, SG, L.H, 6L , 

Buahby to Metcalfe; June U, Uzk 3B.K.' : 6'^ p, 181 ‘ ; ' 


iiaiicl in the iasarrection;2_they abstained from giving any as^istauC'^ 
to Gulal>_ Siiigii, even after lie had seized tli .2 fort .and 
of Balawdi, But he accused. Mai. Sahib. Kunwar of foment iiig the 
trouble. Wlim Clerk was Ton' ’a visit to Jind, he liad iirgni' on 
lier the propriety of her allowing ' .him to pay all her tr ops, many 
of whom were in arrears. But she had not agreed. It had seemed 
to Clerk unsafe that the troops, after being disband, cl, should he 
allowed- to remain in the sta^e. .At .last she hod dismissed them 
fro n Jiiich retaining them, however, nomiiiariy in her pay. Clerk 
could not allow even this. She then, by the advice of the agaits 
of Patiala and Nabha, sent Hum into the It rritories of those ates. 
Some o! them returned to. tlieir .homes in Bhaichak villages and 
the vicinity of Balawalid and took an active pait in the in- 
surrectioii. 


The insurrection might ha e b'^en widespread but fr the 
skill and efficiency of British troops. The, rebels had no idea that 
they would undertake operations at the advent of the hot wedher; 
also, the rebels had felt encouraged by the example of the rebellion 
of Kunwar Partab Singh when the fort of Balawali was able to 
hold out for months against the troops of Patiala, Nabha and Jind, 

Clerk concluded thus : these were the circumstances which, I 

believe, led the rebels to possess themselves of the fort in the 



2, Clerk remarked; of ungoverned habits, a f.ghtiog people and closoiv 

connected hf uiter-marrlageB with the Balawali ssamindarB, it was; difficult for 
ib© Maharajkien Sikhs to refuse the call made on lihem for »esi«tai3,'oe....,,K«v©r- 
theless they do not. appear to have any hand in excifeiag th© '‘.rabellion.- Mor i« 
there- evidence of any ovihem having been, present ..during the- lMurro0twa*k 
That shows the vain© of constructive work being don© by Oterk, 'at at' the 
Maharajkians were concerned, ' Bee also,, B K, 82, h,H. 38* 

't. According to Clerk, Mai &jabib Kaur kept the lawars . on with ,pr$|||8e» of 
covering the, dhi©fstip..v.C* a prospect whicVhad_,^ excited 
' and unhinged 'the miuds of' the agricultural classes*^ , ■ ' , - 


fmllesi ccsnfidefice they woiaid b© \ there enabled to maintain their ^ 
position long enough to give encouragement to ali turbulent classes 
on the Western side and tO' albw of their concerting at Idsuie as 
extensive 'a clistiirba ce ; s their •hitherto uortstric^ed disposidons 
vcould .■desire''^'' " 

But this scheme could not succeed in face of Cork's energetic 

''measures,^' ■ ■ 

(I) Bispntes betwee N Ghuiam Mohy-uii-din Khan aM Saiiar Mlhsl 
Singh €o-pareeners in IndrI 

A very important dispu'e was that between the ^ikh and 
the Mohammadan co*parceneis in Indri; the former was represented 
by Nihal Singh,® and the latt- r by Ghuiam Mohy-ud-din Khan of 
Kunjpura ^ 


h Clerk to Metcalfe- May 9, 1836, B N. 82, L.N, 85. 

2. Balaw&li was given to Sarup Singh, when his claim to Jind Chiefship was 
recognised. 

3. He represented himself to have a fourth share in Indri, {B,N. 27, L.N. 82, 

March 26, 1827 ). He was the brother of Sudh Singh, the biggest Sikh 
proprietor. 

4. The dispute between the Sikh and Mohammadan co-parceners was a very old 
one, coming from the times of Birch who decided that Indri should be divided 

, mto separate administrative units, each Chief being allowed jurisdictloa in his 
^ own,. portion of the town. (B.H. 62, L.N, 164, January . 21, 1818, • md B.N*64, 

26 and' 189, August 20, ISIS, and August 4, 1819). ( See also, B.H- 21. ■ 

, L.H. 10, Jewoa'ry 22, 1820). 

Ghuiam Mohy-ud*diu Khan did not like the authority whieh was claimed 
by Sudh SiOgh, Ban SMgh, and other Sikh Sardars in tie 'town* 

L.N.4i, tJ^elhher to, Ih tSlS, Ghaudhri Btlii# Sm^h. the - j 

iwd xramindar of Indri, lifom Stidh Singh and other l^oMws 

{Cmiinmi m 


imi 
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vatiotts elaimt, at fcha iastsigatj.Ott of Ghoiam Mofey-ud^dia Khm tadgav# 
ontti© of aniioyanee# the Chaadhri wa« murdered and Sudh Siogh wftt aoouied 
of compiteity iu the murdei?. Bireh raoommaucied a fine of »«, g5O0. Bo* i«t 
im coufmeated the Ehme of Sudh Bingh (B.N, 22, h W. 9. Ifebmafy II, ISItj, 
which WAS given bo th# Nawafo who had io pay m awiiml iribiilt to Govtra- 

ment (B.ISr. 69, L.N. 98, May 2 1821 B-N* 70, hM. in, May 2t, 1831, . . , 

md B.N, 70, L.K. 109, March 10, 1825). 


Xn^th© time of Hurray, Nihal Singh petitioned Go^^emment for the return 
of his 'forother^a forfeited share (B.N, 27, B.H, 115, April 23, 1.27). Mtxrray 
recommended that the confiscated share of Sudh Singh should be restored to 
Nihal Singh ( B.N. 74, L.M. 105, July 25. 1827), Colebrooke, fh© Eesideat, 
enquired of Hurray what portion of Indri should b© restored to the mother and 
brothers of Sudh Singh {B.N. 27, X.N, 211, August 31, 1827 ), Later he asked 
Murray to submit a full report on Indri case ( B.N. 28, L,N. 17. February 21, 
1828), Murray strongly expressed himself in favour of restoring the share of 
Sudh Singh, "who had lately died, to his family, as jt was h<^id in common by 
his brothers and mother...... a fact which as overlooked at the time of confis« 

cation (.B.N. 75, L*N. 22, February 24, 1828 ). On Sepismher 36, 

Besident issued orders that the eonfiscated share of Sudh Singh should be 
restored to his relatives and that arbitrators should be appointed with a view 
t i dividing the town equally between the Sikh and Mohammadan co-parceners 
(B.N. *28, L.N. 248). But the confiscated share was held by Ghulam Mohy-ud- 
din IChan, who refused to part with it. (B.N 28, LL.N. 82, and 83, April 15 and 
16, 1828b Murray remarked: ** The conduct of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan 
in^ practising vexatious endeavours tet evade the commands of Government in 
the evacuation of place committed only to his trust is very ch^act^ristm of his 
attention to all requests which exnaBate from the local authorities wl|o have 


held charge of this office (B.N. 75, ^.N. 229, October 23, 1828), On October 27 
Colebrooke ordered that the confiscated share of Sudh Singh should be deliver- 


ed at once by Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan (B,N 28.L.N, On'I^cemfoer 

29, 1828, Murray reported that Ghulam Mohy-ud^din Khan coniShueci adamant ^ 
and was maintainingihia armed followers m many of the 0 o**par©©nary villagei^ 
(B.N. 72, L.N. 255). Writing ft# eo-par* 

ceners possessed equal rights and privileges and recommended that Ihdvi 
should revert to the arrangements prior lo,tlm altaidiwwEit a^e 

r B. N. 75, L. K. m January 11, _ ^ 










; on October 11, ''Martin, the Resident .at; 

,Cieri£,„ lo^/repO; t the ■ representation made by ^ Gliulam .Mdhy-iid-.din 
'vKhan^ the afia'irs at Indri a'nd the- question at issue. between 

: the._coijlendicg. parties-Clerk .gaye .a, comptehen reply: pii' Ju.no 12 
; i832,^...He, wrote that the differerices. existing' betWw.en. tlie twO'^partie 
.were reponsibie for : mahiidministration in Indri and' showed the 
insufficiency of the modes devised upto then for the better determining 
of the relative rights of the parties. 



{Co^itinued from f age 271) 


Throughout the quarrel, Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Kban had played a 
very sinister part. Writing on July 25, 1827, Murray said that the Kawab 
had been plundering Indri which had become quite desolate, since the 
time he came into the possession of Sudh Singh’s share ; he recommended 
an equal division which was the only means of re^ioring tranquillity and 
observed : To throw the power into the hands, of one .to the. exclusion 
..of the other would give dis-satisfaction and be... ...a viclation of theprocla* 

, mafcion issued in 1800’* (B,N. 75. L.N-* 126). Again he expressed himself 
against Ghulam Mohy-ud-dirt Kban w’ o by his offensive and cruel exaction 
had proved himself unworthy of any conFideration an1 was not to be entrusted 
“ with the responsibility o[ a con rol which he antecedently never possessed 
and W'bieh can fnly be vested in Ir’m to the annibilati n of all the ancestral 
and acknowledged rights and privileges held by his un-offending co-sbarers in 
common with himself He again recommended an equal division of the lands 
attached to Indri and its villages, fines, etc. were to be determined by the 
Nawab and the Sikhs in concert or by their, officers. Murray acknowledged 
, that the proposed setthment would not meet the selfish views of Ghulam Mohy- 
ud-din Khan and that nothing short of unchecked power and the liberty of 
trampling on the Sikhs and' of paying them what and when he pleases, would 
aftord himthe satisfaction be has been see king .of grading them to resistance 
and event! ejection from Indri. 

• ' ' The words proved prophetic, as we would see. 

; I:.. Martin to Glerk, October 11, '183'li, '- 78 . ' - *■- ; 

2.,^..a0rk,t0,FraiQir, 18S2, B,N. 78, Ii,N. S2. 

•*'v the* Agent to the Govemor-General in place of Martin since 

; ; , {Continued on next page) 


According to Clerk, the administration of Ghukm Moliy-ud-din 
Khan was full of abuses as a result xf which the people of Indri 
were groaning under his rule; the Sikh co-parceneis were accusing 
the Nawab of causing suffering to the people of the town. Clerk 
said that lie had been making earnest efforts to effect some sort 
of amicable arrangement between the two. The Nawab also possessed 
Biana, a considerable village, in the revenues of which the Sikhs of 
Thanesar were co-sharers; Clerk thought that it might afford the 
means of separating these discordant interests, could the Sikhs be 
induced to [relinquish their share of Indri for the possession of 
Biana, The Sikh would not have much objection to the above pro- 
posal but Clerk could not prevail on the Nawab to enter eamestlj' 
on any plan of accommodation that did not carry his supremacy 
over his Sikh co-parceners.i 

Clerk paid a tribute to the Sikh co-parceners for their utmost 
forbearance under the indignities daily put upon them by the Nawab’s 
indulging his vindictive feelings and great moderation in their views 
for avoiding further collision with him. He further observed that 
such conduct seemed to enhaoce their claim to relief by Govern- 
ment to whose peaceable injunctions they had, notwithstanding the 
signal provocation to which they had been subjected, evinced such 
praiseworthy deference.® For the past three years, as Clerk pointed 
out, Mohy-ud-din Khan had declined to partake in the collection 


{Continued from page 272) 

March 10, 1832. (B.N. 82, L,N. 12, and 13). He was a friend of Gbnlato 
Mohy.ud-din Khan and always anxiona to placate him. TW* desire led him 

to do manjr qu®itioii»bie things. 


Pi ladri in the inawier prescribed , by Murray and a Chaprasi of 
the igency had to be sent ' to witness the due division oi the 
produce. He always pleaded- his ancestral rights of superiority and 
' -i^arded^ feelings- of jealousy ■ the- . interest of the , Sikhs - in 

Indri.^ To Clerk, it appeared unaccountable that the Nawab should 
consider the- relinquishment of Biana' too ' -high -a price to pay for 
the exclusive possession of Indri, moreso, when the revenues which 
he derived from the former tallied so nearly with those realized by 
the Sikhs from the latter. Clerk ascribed it to his ' soured disposh 
tion which did not admit of his viewing this subject in any other 
temper than that of the deepest enmity towards his Sikh co- 
■ parceners.®,. 

Fraser sent his repl}*” on November 24, 1832.^ He observed 
*Tn the Indri case, it appears to me essential to justice that yon 
should proceed to that plnce and take the deposition on oath of 
as many of the oldest and most respectable inhabitants as are 
likely to state what they know in regard to the matters of dispute, 
viz, the exercise of civil, criminal and fiscal authority in the town 
over the inhabitants and lands... ...since the introduction of the 



1. Fraaers iii a demi-official letter suggested an exchange of territory between 
the two, otherwise the only alternativ© was to find out the status of both 
the parties from 1809 to the times of Sudh Singh, (Also see B.N, 32,n.N. 39.) 


2- Mohy-ud-din Itban was even on bad terms with the Sikhs of Than%par and , 
onee made an unprovoked attack on them. As Clerk subsequontlT observed 
to Metcalfe that such doings of the Kawab would correct the impression of 
' hiS'moderationr (B.H. 83, 38^ August 30, 1337). 

' X fVaser to Clerk, B.H, 33, 109,,' 

I 



im} 


Sikiis down to Sudh Siitgifs expulsioid'd Further, he instructed 
Clerk to execute the investigation, without the knowledge rd the 
parties so that the pexsons to be examine I should not be scliookcl 
or bribed by them. The greater mimber of cruJihie |>rrs.uis hc! 
could get both Moliammadaiis and Sikhs .. . the better it uimlcl 
be. Clerk was to take evidence without letting it be bruited 
abroad why the people were being summoned. Finally, Fraser wrote 

that he had taken care not to hint communications of these instruc- 
tions CO Giiuiam Mohy-ud-din Khan, 

Acting under these instructions, Clerk paid a surprise visit 
to Indri, accompanied by a few horsemen of the Skinner's*'^ Horse, 

He examined leome people of Im.ri, picked up at random and also 

took the evidence of three or four oldest inhabitants. But Clerk 
was of the view that the evidence of the latter was not so weighty 
an that of the former as he did not come upon them so unawares 

as he did on the other. He also went on to say th it the conduct 

of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan was not so unexceptionable as the 
manner of conducting the inquiry. Somehow or other, he hud an 
inkling of the visit of Clerk. It appeared that the Nawab's deputy 
at Ambala learnt from Delhi that Clerk was being directed to make 
inquiries in the case by making a personal visit to iodri, inspite 
of the fact that Fraser had tried to keep his iristructions to Clerk 
very confidential. The Vakil at once informed his master who sent 
an order to his Thanedar at Biana to proceed to Indri® Ihe 
Thanedar of Biana went to Indri and with the help of the Mussah 


1. "Fraser to (Jlsrk, B N. 32, L,N. im. 

Sudh Singh had been expelled' fern Indri in May, 1S2I, for hia ihare in 
the murder of Dalmer Singh. ^ 

(B.K. 2i, Jb.N, il8, May 31, 18 1).- ' 

Clerk to Fraser. Kovembor 30, 1833, JB.H* IS, L N. SO 

3. Clerk to Faaser, November ,30, 1832, B,N,' IS, SO. , , 


mm Thanedar ' there' assembled ' alt the' principal inhabitants and 
cbowdhris in the /Nawab’s, fort, .in aniicipation of the coming in- 
vestigation. Mtirad AM, the Thanedar.. of Biana, reached Indri jus 
as Clerk was leaving; , it was he who' unconsciously and unknowingly 
betrayed his master, Murad Aii told Clerk that the Naw-ab had directed 
Mm to show his horse. Naturally, the Political Agent was astonished; 
he asked the Thaoedar if his. visit to Indri had been expected; 
at once many people shouted that Murad i\Ii had two days previously 
summoned all the principal people and had them shut up in the 
fort and that the Cliaprasi of the Agency, on hearing what was 
going on in the fort, had gone there and interrupted them When 
Clerk interrogated the Cliaprasi, he confirmed -the account. Clerk 
strongly condemned this type of action of the Nawab’s servants, 
thought it had failed to hocdwink himA He further remarked on 
‘Hhe craft, duplicity and severity’’ of the Nawab’s servants which 
had been the cause that an investigation could not be held in 
Indri before. The Nawab or his officials must liave beai afraid 
of losing their case by the elucidation of some doubtful point in 
the long pending dispute. 


1. In this eonneotion, Clerk remarked: am very inuTiiliiig tc bHieve that the 

Nawab could either have suggested or have sanctioned the employment by 
his servants of such means for the purpose of iieutra.ii 2 ing the precaution 
enjoined by ?c>u and so strictly observed by me. The object, which was the 
ability to pronounce and decide, with rigid justice relative to the (daims of 
the parties, by means of oral evidence to be drawn from the least question- 
able and purest sources, while the tendency and aim of the moastires, witli 
which it was attempted to baffle your determination to obtain, such testi- 
mony deserved to be stigmatised with the worst of terms. I'hat these 
measures faded in a great degree was perhaps attributable to my observing 
that the same individuals were repeatedly thrust under my notice and that 
sepoys endeavoured to keep in advance of me**. 

It is very difficult to believe that Ghulam Mohy-ud.din Khan had no 
hiwncl in this nefarious scheme to deceive Clerk. He was quite unscrupulous 
and capable of playing such a trick. 



The Sikhs of Indrihid tritd to show that to the dose of 
Si ch Singh’s iime, the executive was conducted by fc.,e meeting 
I f the Mussalinan and Sikh authorities on all occasions but Clerk 
fdded that he could not elicit any evidence in its .'■■upport with 
the exception of a solitary instance.^ 

Fraser now decided to take a decisive step to settle the 
question. Writing • n September 2y, 1833, Clerk acknowledged the 
receipt of the order of Fruser re<iui!ing the expulsion of the Sikh 
co-parcener.s from Indri and in conformity tvith the instructions, he 
directed the Sikhs to le.ve Indri at • nc-.* He also received a com- 
munication from Nihal Singh ; the Sikhs wanted to appeal agains* 
the order of ejection to the Governor-General at Calcutta and demand- 
fd a passport for the purpo.'e. Tiiey told Clerk that they weriF' 
expecting suc-h an order, as Ghuiam Mohy-ud-din Khan, after having 
d( privet! them of their jurisdiction, would not rest until he had 

drive n them out cf Indri. Clerk did not give the passport and 
advised them to appeal to Fraser ; any other cour.se he declared 
to be futile. 

Explaining his position, in a letter dated October 28, 1833, 
respecting the nquisition i.ssued by him to the Indri Sikhs, Clerk 


1. Clerk to Fraser, November .TO, 1S32, B.N, 78, T, N. 80, 

2. Oierk to Fraser, 79, L,Fr, S7. Tbe order of axpiilsioa issued by Fraser 
seems to be rather iuexpUoable. Clerk had spoken very highly of the moder« 
atloii of theSikh co-parceners* Gbulam Mohy«ud-din Kbau*e administration wa« 
not satisfaetcry and he had tried to throw dust in the ayes of Clerk when he 
went to make inquiries at Indri. There must have been some other aaus©; it 
was asseried by Nihal Singh in -hiB peth-ion thtttFmser m<l Ghuiam Mohy- 
ud-din Khun were Mendi and 'that the former; was trying to help him to 
assume an independent jurisdiction in Indri -(B.H. 35, C.N, B9). That 

to be the only plausible explanation of- F|aaer*a utterly indefensible aoiion 


said timt the iiiisiake in the wordicg of the order issued by idm. 
was due ' to misconception of the intentions of Gliulam Mohy-ud^din 
Khan : he ' also supposed that- the instructioos; of Fraser were founded 
?'the' Naw application,^ . He ' added that the coiiditJon limiting 
,the ';'^ of the .Sikhs from ladri, until, their ■ angry : feelings 

.shbsded,. might .in fact .be , considered as exclading them'.' fo.r ' ever* 
■\%wed ■'in this' light,, the', interpretation that Clerk :had' '::put' 
the order :of Fraser could seem to be very appropriate. How- 
ever, lie added that he was substituting another order which he 
would communicate to the Sikhs/only after its approval by him. 

On December 24, 1833, Clerk acknowledged the receipt of 

Frasers letter, along with ihe copy of a letter of Ghulam Mohy- 
ud-din Khan to Fraser, complaining that the Sikhs at Indri had 

not left the pirce as yet.® In explaining his position, Clerk said 

that he had written a letter to the Indri Sikhs desiring them to 
quit the place. They had not complied with his injunction, not 
as Ghulam Moliy-ud-din Khan alleged, because he wa^ to blame, 
but because of their recalcitrant attitude. He had once agaiti clii- 
ectrd them to leave Indri but they had refused to leave the place. 
He had not as yet adopted any coercive measure wdiich he would 
do when he received specific instructions from Fraser. 

Fraser wrote two letters on January 3, 1834. In the first 
letter, he directed Clerk, if the Nawab so desired, to place one 

of his men at Indri to see that the orders passed by him were 


I* Cl®rk to B’raser, 79, L.N. ISsJ. 

Biasor had accused Cierk of issuing a wroug order fco the ludri Sikhs. 
2, OifcXk to Fraser, B.U, 79, 168. 
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nut infringed by tiie Siklisd In the second lettea', ht iiistractccJ 
Clerk to divide the grain lying in the. store at In.iri, as also the 
mone}^ !\dng with the bankers or the _ shop-keepers and , give to 
Gliiilam Mohy-iid din Khan his share,. „ whether the Sikks agreed to 
accept their share or not.® Clerk offered to divide the grain be- 
tween the two but the Nawab objected to the arrangement and 
so he had to give directions for its sale.® Writing r*gain on March 
16, 1834, Clerk pointed^ that in view of the instructions of 
Government having invested the Nawab with exclusive jurisdictioB 
at Indri, the best thing would bo to ask the Nawab to coerce 
the Sikhs and thus enforce their removal from that pGce. 

Fraser explained the stand he had taken in regard to the 
Sikhs of Indri. Writing to Clerk on March 21,3 1334 ^ 
said that no orders of his had directed the removal of tlie long 
resident Sikhf=^; what he wanted was that the Sikhs, who had 
their homes and families in other villages, should not be allow^ed 
to frequent the town or visit it in armed parties as they were in 
the habit of doing. But that was not what the Nawab understood 
by the orders of Fraser. On May 12, 1834,^ Clerk transmitted 
an application from the Vakil of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan which 


Fraser to Clerk, B.N. M, h.N. 2. 

. Fraser tc» Clerk, B.N, 34* L.N. S. 

It is BO wonder that Fraser was suspected of unduly favourijog GhuJiaiB 
Moliy-iid-diB 'Khan. 

X Clerk to Fraser, March 3,4834, B.N.-80, hM. 17. 

4 . Clerk to Fraser, March 16, .80, . L N, , 24, 

0 . Wmuw to Clerk* B.N, M, L.m , 26. 
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seemed to n present' his master's expectation on this subject to be 
nothing short of their expulsion and adde 1 that he wanted to be 
furnished with specific instructions of March 2I, 1834.i The parties 
of armed Sikhs, the former co-parceners or their servants, should 
not be allowed to visit Indri so that the peace of the town might 
not be erdangered but those Sikhs, who had uninterruptedly resided 
there, should not be mob sted in anyway. 

On October 25, 1S34®, Clerk again wrote that the differetsces 
of the two co-parceners in Indri were being continually referred to 
him; he was also sending to Fraser a copy of a complaint received 
from the agent of Nihal Singh which showed that there was still 
a possibility of a collision between the tw'o factions. He further 
wrote that the British Government had succeeded to a share in 
the managment of Indri by the death without heirs of the widow 
of Chula Singh that • would give the Government a chance “to 
sanction that degree of protection generally of tho rights of the 
people, as may relieve them from the misery to which they have 
so long been subjected through the contention of their Sikhs and 
Mohainmadan rulers’’- 

It was on October 28, 1834, that Fraser once again wrote 
on the subject of Indri.^ He said that from the petition of Nihal 
Singh it was clear that the Sikhs were the aggressor. They had 
cut the grass and were imprisened by the servants of the Nawab; 
they had a right to half the grass when it was ripe, bat they could 
not cui it. He further observed; “The protracted differences of the 
Sikhs and Pathans cannot be wondered at from bitter" feelings 


1. Fraaer teClerki .Tune 9, 1884, B.N. 34, L.N. 30, 

2. Clerk to Fraser. B.|. 80. L.N. 186 
^ leaser to Oerk, bSj. 84, t.N. IQ. 


which each party entertains against the other and whenevei 
an occasion of collision presents it weU not be neglected by the 
Sikhs." The inurtst of the Nawab wa* to avoid collision with the 
Sikhs. Fraser once agdin asked Clerk to exclude all those Sikhs 

who were not the inhabitants of the town, requesting him to 
enforce the prohibition strictly.* 

About the lapsed share of Chula Singh, Fraser agreed with 
Clerk that it gave them a ground for interfe.ing to a ce tain 

extent in the affairs of Indri. But he al'^o rem-rked: “ taking 

to ourselves all the property and authority of Chula Singh would 

give us no right to in'erfere in the »ffairs of Indn as we have 

just placed the municipal man-gement in the hands of the Nawab 
to the exclusion of all the Sikhs.... The object in view all along tf 
excluding the Sikhs from Indri has been the good of the people 
in giving them one ruler insteat of m-iny .... However, di-gruntled 
Nihal Singh may be with this arrangement he must not be permitted 
to neutralize by his disobedience the results that are to be ob- 
tained”. He also informed Clerk that he was making inquiries about 
the number of Sikh families to be allowed to live in Indri and 
would soon communicate the result to him. Clerk was to issue a 
proclamation that only buna fide residents, with their familirai. in 
Indri and living there fur a long ime, would be permitted to 
remdn there; all others should remove themselves or they would be 
punished severely. The pioclamaiion was also to prohibit armed 
Sikhs or parties cf Sikhs of the co-parceners, hostile to Ghulam 
Mohy-ud-din Khan, or their brethren, friends or letainers from entedng 


1. Fraser to Clerk, Ootober 28, 1831,. 34, 1<,N. 70. 


xh«- 'tawii as^embliiig an or iU lands j. serious notic^j was to 'be taken 
of'tiifetr d&egard to ' positive- and repeated inj unctions,^ 

On .November 1834/ Clerk observed, tkit / the dflay 
exchiding tbC' Sikhs from Indri had arisen from the ■ difficulty , in 
disc iininating those vho should be excluded from tho^e who were 
to' be alh>wed to remain.^ As' Fraser hiinsell was making' ';the 
inquii'y, CWk was waiting to hear of the result; a=i soon as the 
result wa^, com 7111010 ted to him, he would lose no time In issuing 
the prescribed proclamation, ivhich he would enforce strictly. 

But the Sikhs of Indri were not sitting idle. Nihal Singh 
preser.trd a petition to the G< vernor-G# neral in October 1835 .® He 
pointed out th;*t Inctri had contisiiied under the possission of his 
ancesiprs and the se of Ghulam MoLy-ud-dia Khan as juint Chiefs 


Fmser to .CUerkj 70. , 

The wrote another letter to Clark. He -said that h© hud 

mhnsed'the ^ale of grain fxi Indri belVreolso but it had oot been dcuie. Within 
fiitcori dll) p ftll-tl e tiefo lyi*^g in store was to te given over to th© .'parties, or 
sold by public aueticB. Moaoy collected or I). in g in deposit ' should be divided 
equally or suiido over .-o tiio pcTsons to w'hom it belonged; all matter® in dls-« 
;put©d 'claim0,/.ba!aiicee^ote. 'should be settled without delay. 

It .seemed ,that Fraser rwas getting '.thoroughly dissatisfied 'and aniaoyffd 
''tMiig8:,thet.'' were, .going -omindri.' 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B.N 80, L N. 194. - 

$. Mete© If© to Clerk, December 22, 1885, B N, 85, L.N. 89. 

Bushby to, Mefceaife. December. .12,, 1885,. 30/'.'p. 

■Petition oi Kihal Singh'-to th© Honourable th© Oovemor-Genem! deliver- 
ed on October 6, i835 (B IS 85, p 7<i0-~46). In an earlier petition, Nihal Singh 
had represented himbeh to have been a tourth sharer in the to^^n ot Indri. 

(B.N. 27 , D.N. 82, 'March 26, ISSIh 




blit Fraser, the late Agent to the^ Goyernor-Generah ** from motkes 
ef fripndship to Ghulam Mohy-ud-din- Khan had siibriiitted a report 
against Mm to Govenuiiait; acc)rdia4y an order was pass:d 
directing the judicial atLirs of ladri to be under the mauag^ineat 
of CThiiiam Mohy-ud-din Khan and .that the Sikhs were to ttCiiv'e 
oiie-iialf of the revenue from the said Nawib. Nihal Singh added 
tliat he had ali^o appealed to the Governor at Agra wiio had diiei’ted 
further investigation iiit.o the mitten At this, Fras.*r bi-Odme mote* 
unkind ” and incited Ghiilain Mohy-ud-din Khan to attack the 
fort of Nilinl Sirgh which he did ; the Sarclar escaped at night to 
AllahabM He pathetically remarked that he had been deprived of 
his right by Fraser., h ■ 

Accordingly, Maciiaghten, the Secretary to the Government 
of India, wrote to Scott, Secretary, Government of Agra,^ suggest- 
ing a rebe iring of the case, could it be done consist* ntiy wit i the 
terms of the original order. The order of July 25, 1833, pruvided 
for a revision rf the arrangement by which the administration of 
the town of ladri was entrusted to Mohy-ud-din Khan, should that 
individual by misconduct in the management of the trust thus 
reposed i i him . show himself uuwonhy of its further continuance. 
Macnagbten felt that the petition of Nihal Singh contained express 
charges of misconduct against the Nawab and desired the Political' 


k Metoalf© to Ci©i‘k» Beoember 22, IS35,; B.*H» 35, 8i. ■. 

Metcalfe to C!©rk> March il, 1836, 38, hM, IB 

Sooti to Metcalfe, February 37, IS38* B.F. 8 k p» S! 
Macuaihtets. to i'cott, li^'ovsrsi'ber 18, 1835, 


, Agent; 'I again on: the case. ' So Scot\,wrote 

bad' become/ the ' Agent to the Governor-General in ■, place: o 
assassiriated ' in : ^ Metcalfe - referred Clerk: ' to/ the 

of Scottj asking him to report whether the conduct of Ghulam 
Mohy-ud-din Khan, had, as alleged by Nihal Singh, been of such 
a nature as to render necessary a revision of the arrangement by 
which the jurisdiction of the town of Indri had been coniirmed to 

Clerk sent bis reply on June 21, 1836, in the following 

words^: — ,/ 

'' I beg leave to state that the result of the inquiries I have 
made as to the manner in which the Nawab Mohy-ud-din Khan 
has exercised the administration of the town of Indri, entrusted to 
him by the order of July 26, 1833, is that I do not see any 
grounds for confirming the charge against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan 
of abusing the trust to a degree that renders him unworthy of its 
furth/^^r continuance ^ But I do not expect th it the Sikhs will 
ever be satisfied with the v iidits* of the Nawab's claim to exercise 
the^ superior jurisdiction in Indri or that they will cease to avail 
themselves of the means they possess as co-parceners to have or to 



i. Fraser was assassinated on March M, • (B.N. L.K. U, March 24, 3S35), 


k Metcalfe to Clerk, March U„18a5, 36, L.K* Ig, 

Hcott to Metcalfe, February 27 , pt SI. 

I.' Clerk to Metcalfe, $2, hM, 103. . . ' ' 

The earlier letters of Clerk had conveyed quite a different impression.: 


create in the town a party actuated by a spirit quite incompatible 

with the peace of the place or the security of the inhabitants”.* 

On Septemb,-r 2, 1836,* Metcalfe once «gaiii infumid Chrk 

that th' Secretary, Agra Government wanted Nihal Singh to sub- 
stantiate his charges against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan before him. 

This long dispute was only solved in 1843, two years after 
the death of Nawab Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Kha|, when Richmond 
was the Agent. The final settlement was concluded by Henry 
Lawrence on the lines recommended by Murray by wbicb an equal 
division of land had been proposed to be made of Indri and all 
its villages between the Sikh and Mohammadan co-parceners.* 



h Clerk to Metcalfe, Juae 21, 1836. B N. 82, L N, IDS. 


Clerk further observed: “The appeal which the people of Indri subject to 
the Nawab are, in case of dis-satisfacfcion empowered to make to the Political 
Agexit, Ambala, would be efficacious, had that officer eny jurisdiction hi Indri. 
As he has not, the appeal would, I apprehend, be commonly had recourse to, in 
order to embarass the Nawab by renderirAg his authority coiit3mptible. In 
some cases where the complaint preferred against, the Nawab might be well 

fonndedj it would be difficult to prove to be ^ so ...... the former could in 

many ways baffle all attempts to ascertain the treatment which individuals.,, 
may have experienced at his hands 

Metcalfe to Clerk. September 2, 1836* B.N. 36, L.N. 82. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, August 27, 1836, B.N. 36, p. 286. 

I* Richmond to Hamilton, October 9, 1843, B.N# 168, Ii.ll, 138* 

Richmond wrote as follows, forwarding 'a letter from Major iiAwrehde i 

a copy of a letter from mf. assistant -Major Lawrence* reporting 

the adjustment of the difference winch for a series of have e»«tod . 

the l^athan and Sikh shares in the town of Indri, causing frequent and ^ konlw* 

- ^ - , {C^fdmmd&n mxi 


w 'page,2S.5.) 


some .references to Government, but more particiilariy" to iny ' predecessor' ia: 

office The last order passed by Government appears to have been in August 

1836, since wljich appeals from both parties have been frecpient but so opposite 
in their nature and maintained with so bitter a feeling, that ^earcely a hope 
remained of ever being able to reconcile them, so y 3 effeet anything like an 

equitable adjustment of their difference. 

The settlement which Maj or Lawrence has now concluded and by which 
the parties have at length agreed to abide appears to have been recommended 
many years ago by Oaptain Murray and is not merely just in itself but is the 
only on© affording a promise of permanent ^ eace and secuidty for the future. I, 
therefarGjhave no hesitation in adopting Major* Lawrence’s view of the matter 
and submitting the whole for the consideration and or er of Government, trusting 
tha^the terms of the agreement will be confirmed and their fulfilment enforced 
as early as possible”. 

Richmond was referring here to Murray’s letter of May 4, 1S21I, addressed 
io Colebr.joka, to which I h?vo already referred’ 


eHAPTEE V, 


Disputes !>e tween the British Government and the Protected Prinees, 


One varif'ty of disputes arising in the time of Clerk were 
those in which the British Government and one or the ether of 
the Pro ected Cis-S' il j Chiefs were the two parties involved The>e 
are deah with in this Ch pter. The c u es of such disputes were 
many. Sometimes the differences arose over a boundary line, like 
the w ll-km-wn Bhatti Hariana diepute between P,.tiala and .the 
British Governmet, which dragged on for about twenty years and 
caused much friction. At another time,, it was over the question 
of levying of duties by the states. Occasionally, ^'problems arising 
from the lands, held in cb-pirefeny. like the villages of Gehar and 
Chtirpufa or the e tate of Lashkar Khan Ki Serai were i^onsible 
for this stiite of affairs. At times a Chief clain ed a piece of 
territory bed by the British like the K arda valley or the Parganas 
tf Bhawar and Jausar claimed by the ruler of Siimur or the 
Pargana of Singhawa, to which the Kunjpura Chiefs and the Sikhs 
of Kheri laid a claim. __^An interesting dispute a ose in the Hill 
state of K'ahlur or Bihspur wherC an unsucce>sfiil attempt was 
made to plant a sj urious heir and on its fiilure a levolt followed. 


1. The British dispute with Patiala over Bhatti and Hariana Frontier 
Une, 


This remained a bonsflatJt swireo cf fealcm^ atti staspidon 
for many years. The British had C nquered the districts fiom the 
Mahra tas and the Bhattis between and Itlld but through 

Carelessness or ignorat'ce they hS'd not defined the bottodasiee of 
the Sikh states ad} ianf riie«n.r This provided an opportunity to 
the Sikh Chiefs, espec ally Patiala who tried to occupy as much of 
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the territory as possible, in anticipation of the time when the 
Government would ttpprecid,te its value but would find itstlf too 
late to recover it. 

Mr. Fraser, the District officer, had called the attention of 
Government to the encroachment of Patialai and the R sident at 
Delhi had n peatedly written to the Political Agent about it.* But 
it was only in 1835 tiiat a serious attempt was made to settle 
the matter when Mr. Bell was appointed to go into the whole 
question thorougldy.* 

. G. 

Clerk made a mention of it for the first time in 1836* 
Writing to Metifalfe, he stated that K»pur Singh, an agent of 
Patiala, had asked him if he could atop the investigation of the 
dispufiSfeboundari- s on the Hariana and Bhatti frontier, and that 


i. Its only result bad been that the Baja of Patiala preferred a complaint against 
that officer (B.N. 19, L,N. 21 , February 1517). 

Metcalfe to Birch, January 5, 1817, B*Ff. 19, BB.H. 6and 7^ 

Metcalfe to Birch, February 2 % 1817, 19, L.N* 27. 

Ocliterl'jny 'to Metcalfe, February 19, 1817, B.N. 19, L.N. 24. 

Meioalfe to Ochteilony, July 5, 181?, B.N. 19, L-N. 07. 

Metcalf® to Oohterlony, June 17,, 1817, B*N. 19, L.H. 58« 

Murray to Elliott, August 16, _ 1823,, ,B*Hf 7 It E.N. 163., 

In the times of Murray,- the 'Patiala authorities had produced copies 
of documents -and letters of Perron, -and Louis Burgoyn® - and the order of 
,i. Lord ’Lake to -aubatantiate thdr claims. 

Murray to EIHott,' May 6, 182 V' B.J7 .g72, L.IT. 71 

% , An earlier effort to settle the boimdary question was made ' fn 18^0 also 
, _,_hut it was not attended with sucems Vide The Despatch of' the Court 
of Directors, B.IST* 38, p. 217— 20. 

'€tij#to M#te»lfa» ^aniia^ 1L.m ' ,i 


C 28 »] 


he liad replied in the negative, adding that, he did not think it 
advisable to do so. So the Patiala authorities, added Clerk, were 
bent on sending a deputation to Calcutta which might .serve to 
retard, if noi aftect the cessation of inquiries, which Patiala had 
always regarded with much aversion. 


He addressed another letter ‘ to Metcalfe in which he ack- 
nowledged the receipt of the report of Bell on deputation for 

the settlement of the Hnriana frontier; the Raja of Patiala pro- 
posed to pay to the British Government a ‘nazrana’ for the 

possession of the Pargana of Fatehabad, Sma and Rania and Clerk 
was instructed to communicate with the Patiala authorities. 
Accordingly, Clerk met the Patiala Vakil who made two proposi- 
tions on behalf of his master, firstly to pay a ‘ nazrana ’ and 

secondly that the Parganas should be mortgaged for twenisr-’^khs 
of rupees, “to be deposited with or lent to the British Govern- 
ment, until such time as the British Government may desire to 
redeem them”. The cession of the Pargana of Hissar was to be 
the “sine qua non” of the above two proposals, as without that 
Pargana, the Patiala authorities did not consider that they would 
obtain all the territory which, they alleged, belonged to them.* 


Commenting on the Patiala propositions, Clerk observed that, 
six years previously, it had been proposed to cede the Parganas 
for twenty lakhs of rupees, which Government had borrowed from 
the Patiala State but then Murray was opposed to the proposal, as 
that would have meant making the life and property of the inhabitants 
of the Parganas, mostly Mohammadans, unsafe. The scheme had 
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Clerlrto Metcalf©, May S, 1B36, B.Nt $2, 

Thi,ti WM in'ye^ly t? the to 

Clerk hak'beminattTi&ed to oomiaimfeatediwOfe with the rnlet w»h « w 

asoertainiag the arnoaat of^naarana* whkih he was willh»g to f<*r 
^Striots< (.B-N. i--.. ' ' 
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been also disapproved by Fraser on the same groir^dsd 

Metcalfe, replyitig,® informed Clerk iliai Government was not 
willing Cession of the Pargana of Hissar mainly 
because of e opinion of Murray and Fraser which had been so 
definitely against it; he added that if the Patiala ruler could accept 
the above proviso, onh’ in that case negotiation would be carried, 

On November 8, 1836, Metcalfe forwarded to Clerk a copy 
of a despatch from Secretary Bushby, conveying the orders of the 
Lieiitenant-Govt-rnor, relating to the long existing bcundarj^ dispute; 
a summary of Bell’s report was also given, ^ The Lieutenant-Governor 

appreciated ftbe pains taken by BelF and thought that his pro- 
positions should be carried into effect; the Sikh Chiefs should be 
asked by Clerk to surrender such parts of territory as they had 
Tmduiy’ occupied. His Honour further observed: — 


"The British Government is not actuated by a desire to extend 
its dominions* We merely require what we conceive to be justly 
our rights; what belonged to Sindhia when we conquered his country 
belongs of right to us. Thus we claim whatever was subject to 
his authority on the Hariana frontier in 1803. We sec no reason why 
we should allow any other power to usurp cur right. Whatever 
portion of Hariana was at that tim^ in the possession of the Sikh 
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]. Clerk to Metcalfe, May^ 1836, B.N, 82, L.N. 76, 

2. to Clerk, May 11, 18S6, B.N. 36, L:N. 38. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 8, 1836, B N. 36, L N. 98. 

Bxiebby to Metcalfe, October 99, 1836, B-^- 36, p. 371-73. 

4. But theLiemtenant-Govemor/di<3i'pbt:|ke the tone of,B€i towards th© nder of 
_ Patiala and other ^^Sikh Chiefs -as' it was **too authoritative and assraaoing’^though 

^ ^ adimtted that the oondyei of IlKe'Ciieifs 'an the Ba|a had been yrovoMi^# 
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Chiefs we freely yield to them arid lay no claim to it. The principal 
applied to Hariana might not unjustly be perhaps applied to the 
Bhatti country, but we have been moderate. We limit our claims to 
the periods in which we introduced our authority finally into the 
several portions of the Bhatti oountrj\ What belonged to Fatehabad, 
at the time of our final conquest of that Pargnna in 1809-10 and 
was not possessed at that time bj? the Sikh Chiefs, we claim as 
our own. Whatever portion of Pargana they possessed at that time, 
they are allowed to retain, without scrutinising back to the right 
established by our first conquest in 1803. In like manner, with 
respect to Sirsa and Rauia, we onlj' claim according to the state 
at our final conquest in 1818. Those principles appear to be not 
only just but liberal and the Lieutenant-Governor cannot understand 
what the Sikh Chiefs can fairly and truly oppose to them. 

Mr. Clerk is to be inforihed that the principles described 
have been laid down by the Supreme Government and that the 
Lieu enant-Governor sees no reason, after the fullest invesiigation, 
to depart from them. He will therefore urge them as finally de- 
termined and conclusive. 


It is not, however, the Lieiitenant-Governor’s wish or the 
wish of the Supreme Government, to use our superior power to 
obtain anything what is not justly our due. Those principles which 
seem to be indisputable being admitted, the Lieutenant-Governor 
will be willing to take a liberal view of any points tha^ may be 
really doubtful. The Agent at Ambala, therefore, will submit for 
consideration any that may strike him as such and such points my be 
resei ved for further orders, but the settlement ot what is dear and un- 
desirable cannot be longer delayed. The question is not new to 
the Sikh Chiefs. It has in fact been agitated for more than 
twenty years and what is now after every possible enquiry, insisted 
on by the British Government, is much less than was originally 
claimed twenty years ago by Mr. Fraser. The delay wMck has 


occurred f T so long a period is unaccountable but they mast jiniye 
been during the whole period awire that the settlenient of oar 
claims was hanging over them." 


'■ im] 

as would be clear froni 'the above 
iiistruc lions of the Lieulenant-Governor, was liberal, ; ani 
■ other ' power,' was not abusing., its strength , to oppress the native 
states ;■ it was. ready'' to treat their claims with generosity iiiad; sympathy. 
Clerk was further instructed to demand rev nue of the su? rendered 
place from the date of his demand ; no cl iim was t > be made for 
the past revenues. His Honour very justly observed : we — regmd 
this as a self imposed punishment f'n* our own neglect in not 
settling our claim earlier^'d All the surrendered territory %vas to be 
placed in charge of Beil who was to be guided by the Commissioner 
at Delhi in all important matters of adnd istration, until a final 
arrangement was made ; Cierk was asked to intr duce the British 
authoritj into such parts of the hitherto disputed tract as may 
not be otherwise occupied ”. Earlier iso, the instructions had been 
to the same efiect.^*^ 

Government admitted that there would be some difficulty in 
establishing the fact of possession ; where the facts were disputed 
and proofs .could not be obtained, the lands were to go with the 
Parganas to which they belonged ; if that could be ascertained 
and every other reasonable ground of settlement cffiould fail, the 
question was to be settled by compromise or mutual concession and 
if that be found impracticable it wa to be decided by lot* 

''■■'a''' C' ^ ■' 

The Raja of Patiala must have bad a shock with, the orders 
of Guvcinment were conveyed to him. He refused to acquiesce in 
the inevitable. Clerk informed Metcalfe^ that he had delivered to 
Bir Singh and Kapur Singh, the Agents of Patiala, a paper explaining 
fully Government’s decision and the sentiments expressed by the 


l Metcalfe to Clerk,, .ISIovember 8, 1836, B,,N*'36, 'L.N. 9S. ■ 
Biwhby to Metcalfe, October 20.*, 1836,' B H. 36, p. SH-TS, 

- 2. ' Scofef to Metcalfeppuly H, ‘l8si,'B K.-SeTp. SSL 

3* Clerk to Metcalfe, December 0*,-l$3,6„.B.H* 82, D.N. 182. 
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lieutenant-Gdvernor, Nortfi-West Provuces. Kapur Singh proceeded 
to Patiala to consult liis master, though Clerk frankly toM him 
that any appeii against the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
would be of no avail. He also wrote to the Rnja that he 
<H)uld not relax the demand made under orders from Goveranient 
lor an immedi ite sun ender of the lands claimed and that liK agency 
in the matter was contiaed to such points, as might arise m the 
course of transferring the lands.^ 

Metcahe wrote to Cierk“ that no seijaiate. negotiatiun relating 
to the dispute would bo entered, into, and ttiat he was not to 

stay his proceedings on receiving aii intimation from any of the 
Sikh States concerned that a reference had been made to the 
Lieutenant-Governor. On Jaiinary 4, 1837, he fo! warded for delivery 
the replies made by the Lieutenant-Governor, and the Secretary at 
Agra to the Kharitas received from the Maharaja of Patiala.*^ 

Clerk wrote to Metcalfe*^ that the Raja of Patiala had 
referred him to his minister Bir Singh, when he had refused to 
forward certain Kharitas of the Raja* He also added that he had 
met t* e Minister and had several conversations with him and had 


L Clerk to Metcalfe, December 9, 183S, 82. L.N* 182. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 12, 1836, B*N. 36, L,lSr. 101* 

Metcalfe also wrote a letter to the Maharaja of Patiala explaming how the 
British Government was only anxious to have what it had conquered from the 
Marhattas in 1803, from the Bhattis of 'Fatehabad in 18 io and from theBhatiis 
of Hirsa and Bania in 1818; all that was in hia possession on the resfective 
frentiers at those periods belonged to him ( Metcalf© to Raja K«am Singh 
Patieda, Docember S, 1836, B* H. 36 p» 402)* 

3. Metcalf© to Oierk# January 4, 1837, B*H‘* 3t* L.N* 1. 

Li®ut©nant«»0ov©rnor to Patiala, DoOamberM, i836> B.lsT* 86, p* L 
Bushby to Patiala, Deoembdr 24, 1836, BsH i 81, ps 2r 

Ihe ILieutenant-Governor assured -Patiala ruler . that boundary, would ;'l» 
justly defined’ «o that no doubt might, ans© tb tutor®* 

^ 4.' Clerk to Metcalfe, January 30, ' 1831; i. 


strongly advissd him to ■ arga\ Ms ■ master to foiiow the course laid 
down in. the orders of the Lieutenant-Governor on this subject. 
From the observations of the Patiala Minister, Clerk concludKl 
that the Raja of Patiala had an insuperable aversion to 
'■agree.' ' w , to*,. , deliver'. -up the' villages claimed; by Govern- 
ment from a belief that his doing so would prejudice the claims 
he proposed to advance to a re-invesligaticu of the case. The Patiala 
Minister was also told that the Supreme Government would proceed 
to assume p ssession without delay of what it conceived to be 
its right. Clerk further observed : ...i' was for him to consider 

whether tlie apparent reluctance of his master to comply with the 
orders of Government might not generate a show^ of resistance on 
their part of some of their servants or their subjects on the 
frontier, wdien the necessary measures to carry into effect these 
orders were being taken. 1 warned the Sardar that for such conduct, 
whether authorised or not, the Raja would beheld responsible*'. 

' There were certain villages which w^ere in possession of other 
Chiefs; all of them were ready to compl}^ with Government's orders. 
The Raja of Nabha, through his agent* Munshi Sahib Singh, inf^ rmed 
Clerk that he iiad issued orders to the Thanedars to surrender the 
villages claimed b}?' the British Government whenever any authorised 
person would arrive to receive them. But the Chief would be 
appealing to Government for a reconsideration of the whole case. 
With regard to Kaithal, Clerk complained that there was no 
administration wi h which to negotiate on this matter. Gulab Singh 
Shahid also wroie to Clerk that he had directed his officials to 
comply with Government's requisition, though he was also representing 
Ins case; other minor Chiefs, although remonstrating against the 
decision of Government, had a' so expressed thea willingness to obey 
orders. But Citrk thought that the execution of the orders of 

Government, affecting ihe possessions of the other Chiefs, ought not 
to precede the attachment of the lands claimed by Patiala. 

The shiliy-sliallying attitude of ‘the Patiala Chief seemed to 
have greatly annoyed the British,; who concluded that he was not 
in a mood to comply witli the' ofdiers. of Government, So Metcalfe 
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wrote to C.'Ierk to the foilovving effects — 

'*11' yoiij further negotiations shall have failed to induce the 

.Raja of Patiala to cede the British territoiy whicli he has occupied 
you will proceed to Patiala and communicate personally with the 
Raja on the subject and yon are not to quit that place witlsout 
obtaining from the Raj i either order for t e surrender of the ;ands 
which have been demanded or a positive or implied refusal to 
comply with the requisition of the British Government* 

Yon will warn the Raja that his further r^i^sistance to the 
just demand of the British Government may be followed by a war 
not merely for the British territory that he has occupied but 
possibly for the subjugation of the whole of the Patiala country, 
in consequence of his denial of our right. 

You will at the same time assure him that his acquiescence 
in our demands will in net the slightest degree prejudice his claim 
to further investigation and th^t whatever may afterwards appear 
to have been erroneously demanded shall be returned® without 
hesitation but tha. more than twenty years having passed in 
investigation and being at present persuaded of our right, we can- 
not brook more delay and insist on the surrender of the territory 
which appears to belong to us before we can sanction any further 
investigation/' 

In regard to the cession of the lands occupied by other 
Chiefs, the Lieutenant-Governor did not agree with the view expressed 
by Clerk, Metcalfe writing as follows®:— 

**His Honour is of opinion, there is no reason why the 

l. Metcalfe to Olerk, February It; . I B*H* 37,, 16. ' ''“‘’'.v 

For example, one village. Pirn, .was retumtewl- to Patiala* ( Oftrk to, • 

April 183S, B.W* 81, L.S. 82, md 38, h H. M, March 23, im, Metealle ' 

to Clerk). 
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ces ion of what we demand -iro in ■ the other Chiefs who are willing 
to make it should be dela37ed on account ol, the: demur, 

,Patialar '.%^^ receive ...the' ce^^-sions of these who have 

acceded to our demands and, 'will .assure ihem that,,: their ./eadyh 
compliance will have the effect of rendering the British Govern- 

ment, if possible, more wdlling to attend to their claims for 
'.restora.tioii......-.., 

The statje of affairs at Kairlial, need not prevent ’the 
presentation of our demand with an intimation that the neglect of 
it may lead to measures for taking possession of that prinicipality 

It is CO j eluded that there must be some administration to which 

our demand can be communicated and that may be made to 
understand the . possible consequence of nsistance'*h 

In the event of a mililary force being required to introduce 
rhe British authority, Clerk was instructed to approach the Commanding 
officer at Sirhind; it was to be employed in taking posses ion of 
and retaining , any British territory claimed from those states. If 
actual resistance were to be offered, than only those places were 
to be occupied with regard to which resistance was not to be 

expected. 

Metcalfe once again addressed Clerk- a communication in 
which he was asked to consider the actual relinquishment of the 
territory in dispute, so that it might be occupied without resistance 
as equivalent to a formil written surrender, if he found greater 


i, Metoaife' to Clerk, Pehraary 13,., 183?. B.H. $ 7 , L.K. Ih 
to Clerk, February i«, 183?,' B.K. $?, B.H. 18* 
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tlifficolty in obtaining tha letter", than, in effecting the former mode 
of cession. Metcalfe further observed; '*It is considered that our* 
object will be equally attained .by tranquil possession in any way 
altiiough the pretensions of the several states concerned to further 
investigation will be diminished . for want of full acquiescence in ' 
the mode of surrender^'^ He wrote to Clerk again.® ^'Although it 
is presumed that you have not^ neglected to urge on the Raja of 
Patiala all the arguments that occur to induce that Chief to 
submit to our demands for the restoration of the British territory, 
yet as the arguments used by you have not been reported, it h 
considered proper to call your attention t.o those that present 
themselves to the Lieutenant-Governor in order that in your 
conferences with the Raja of Patiala nothing may be omitted that 
is likely to lead that Chief to take a correct view of his own 
interest. 

It will be proper to explain to the Raja tbai we demand nothing 
but our own 

If he deny that the territory claimed was conquered by us from 
the Mahrattas or the Bhattis, he is to be informed that we have made 
every possible inquiry and have satisfied ourselves as to the fact, but 

that he may be assured of our readiness to reconsider our decision 

although we cannot submit to further delay. 

He must be aware that the principality of Patiala owes its 
existence to our protection and would, without it, have been entirely 
subjugated by Raja Ran jit Singh* We have exacted no tribute...... the 

least we can expect from Patiala is that the Raja will relinquish to us 
what we claim as our own we entertain no doubt of our right,.... , 


1. Clerk was asked to fuTOisb a defeaUed report of, his prooeedings showiag the 
' measures h® had adopted to coaviae®,, the several Chiefs oonoemed of th« 

. ©xpedienoy of yielding to the demands of the British Coveromenfe, and also ,the’ 
arguments- used by them in evading them.- ^ 

% Metealf# to. Clerk* Febmarv If. mf. BM. m. LH, 1§. 
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Tina injury that may result- to; himself from his reftisal to comply 
with our demands is to be pointed -'Otit to him. It is impcri^sible to; ■ s 
what consequences he May.notdTaw down on himself by his protrficteci 
opposition. The' expense" alone of any force sent to coerce hiri tvoUld ■' be 
ruinous : and will no doubt in ■any "c'’irant be charged to ■ him/' ' What 
the British Governmen't unde'r the influence of displeasure at resis- 
tance may demand cannot be anticipated, but may possibly he what 
would make him deeply repent of his past conduct. At present we only 
claim what we conceive to be our own and promise to restore whatever 
may eventually appear to be otherwise. 

These arguments, enlarged upon and placed upon him in various 
points of view, cught to make some impression- He must be very deter- 
mined or very infatuated, if they do not convince him that his interest 

requires his s ^bmission......we have never relinquished our rights no 

rights are changed by that encroachment and that in fact the greater 
part of his encroachrrients have taken place since the question has been 
in dispute between us and are owing to our forbi arance,^ in not enforcing 
our rights, until we are fully satisfied of their indisputable existence..,.,, 
although there has been every disposition to view every case of doubt 
with indulgence, he is throwing away the benefits of that feeling by the 

inclination which he has evinced, to disregard our demands. 

■ ■ *■ ■ 

Every endeavour ought to be made to convince him and the rest 
that we will not recede from our demands while they are opposed ; that 
we will certainly enforce them, that the nece>sity of coercion will bring 
on those who oppose, penalties increasing in proportion to their 
resistance ; and that in every point of view, the most beneficial course 
for each and all is ready submission/’® 


Batmw'WM' tvfim to aeta©. new, villages on tb© disputW bouler and Fmsar 
'Clerli to dissuade the H'hja add hjs offioials frojrh doing so* 
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On February 18, 1887, Mjatcalte sent IChtirit-HH nddressed by tbe 

j,neiileoa.nt<-G-ovei'n,or to. .the ruler qt Patiala,. . The' LieufeeuiUit^G'OV'qrfSof wrote .: 
** I have direetei Mr. Clerk to proceed to *■ atiala iirid to ooumiuiMoate 
Your HighnesJi in person on this subject ; and not to quit you until he H'-ail 
Vmve received from you either the surrender of the places demanded o! an 
aBSorsnce of your relinquishment to them ao that they maybe occupied wifeVumt 
resistance, 

I now proceed to warn you as a friend of the probable consequences of 
farther opposition. 

It has already been my duty to report your inattention t«> the Supreme 
Government and I shall have to execute any orders that I may receive unless in 
the meantime you comply with my requisition. It is possible that the Governor- 
General in Council may order an army to proceed direct to Patiala to sub- 
jugate the whole of your principality unless therefore you can conceive that 

you can successfully oppose the ai'xns of the British Government. Your friends 
must feel that the only wise course to be pursued is to yield without delay to 
the demand made on you. 

I understand that you profess to require further investigation. This shall be 
accorded to any extent, after you have complied with our demands. Bui after 
twenty years of inveatigation^^during which you ii ^ve every opportunity ot 

producing evidence and availed yourself of it to the utmost of your desire 

we cannot submit to further de^ay on the plea of further investigation* You 
may, however, be assured that after submission to our demand, any territory 
that may be found on furthei investigation to have been erroneously required 
shall be cheerfully restored , , . , . 

X entreat you not to exx.)ose your House and dtate to the probability 
of utter ruin by further delay . . * . - 

y.etoalfe to Olei^k, February 18 , 1887, B7, 20. 

Lieutenant'Govemor to Patiala, February 0, 1837, B.K* 87|.p. 

The Goveruor-Ganeral also wrote to the Baja of Patiakt 

I regret to find by a communioation frorn the 

that you hesitate to yield obedience to the requieStion which has bsah aiada fhr 
thesurrender to our officers of the villagee in dispute ...... you njiwt !>• 

{Continwd on next pa^e) , 


these letters must have convinced Maharaja Karam Singh that 

the British Government was not in a mood to be trifled with, for he 
started complying with the orders of Government, Clerk informing 
Metcalfe that the Raja had agreed to surrender the ‘ Nili ’ territory which 
was being made over to the Political Agent, Bhatti District.^ Clerk 

further observed : “It is superfluous to add that the assurances that 

the Raja’s ministers were directed to convey to me of the ready compli- 
ance with the orders of Government previously intended were never 
made to me. At the sams tim >, I believe the Patiala authorities have 
not entertained any idea of offering open resistance to the execution of 
the orders, although it has not hitherto been much in their contemplation 
to declare formaUy or even to intimate their compliance with them. 1 
believe they expected the written remonstrance the iieuteiiant-Gnver- 
n r addressed for the third time would at least lead, to a r newed dis- 
cussion regarding dates of occupation and thus avert for a s-ason or 


{Continued from page 299) 

sat.isfiel tnth the B -itieh Government of it-- sorapuloir., regard for justice. 

it cannot prevent anvviolabioa of its wn I warn you in the most 

solamn m nuer to avert from yourself the tiispleasure of the Paramount power 
by instandy complying witn the requisitions which you have received from the 
surrender of the dieputed tract. By so doing you will not compromise anv 
claims which you may be hereafter fouud to posse.ss, but by per,sisting in 
disobedience the consequences may be fatal not only to those claims, but to 
your very existence as an independent Chief.” 

Metcalfe to Clerk, March iS, 1837, B. M. 47, L. M. 30. 

Kharita from the Governor-General, Lord Auckland to the Baja of 
Patiala, and a letter from His Lordship to the Raja — February 24, 1S37, B. IT 

t. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 18, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 8. 
waethe land situaW 

wnscalled ‘ Nala • or ‘ Nila ‘ by the Sikhs { B. N. 37, L. KT. 40, April 1«, 1837, 


mme the e^cecutioii' of any decisive measmes in conformity to the latr 
decision/'^' 

Metcalfe^ directed that Cierk would lepori wiien the terrirory, ti 
be resumed by G vernment, had been occupied : the eastern portion of 
the surrendered territoy was to-' be annexed t Hariana and tte westerr 
one to the Bhatti district .■ ' • 

Clerk replit’d^ giving the number of the villages claimed bv th( 
British Government from the C iefs. He abo wrote that on the 4th 
instant, the officers reported to him that ilS villages out of 122 villages 
on the Hiiriana frontier had been transferred to the Collector in Hariana 
together with four dependent villages not included in tac list ; 9 villages 


1. The Raja of Patiala sent Kharitas to the Governor-General and the Lieutenant- 
Governor intimating that he had given uj> the places on the Hariana frontier, 
adjudged to belong to the British Government. Lord Auckland expressed hii- 
gratificanon at the news and gave the Eaja to und> ratand that the Ideutenant^ 
Governor would give his best attention to any r-ea#ionabie (jbjection that he 
might urge though be was not willing to re-open the whole question, as wa^ 
the wish of the Raja. His Lordship observed : ** It gratifies ma to find that 
you ha’ e completely conformed to the requisitions of the British Governmeni'. 
1 think it necessary to undeceive you as to my intention with regard to tho 
lands surrendered as you appear to have altogether mistaken my meaning, A 
long full and laborious investigation has been condiioted into the question and 
I certainly never meant to encourage the revival in all its parts of the 
controversy/* 

Metcalf© to Clerk, August 7, 1837, B. H. 37, L, JSf. 73. 

Auckland to Karam Bingh of Patiala, June 183/, B. N. 37* p* 234. 

Lh Metcalfe to Clerk, March IS, 1837, B, K.,37, L. H. 29* 

,3 Clerk to Metcalfe, April 30, 1837#- B.^N 83, L.- H* 1<. 

The total number of villages involved was 248. Metcalfe mad© a samnMiry 
of Beirs voluminous r'^port which was ^ diepribed as very clear and satisfactory 
by the Lieutenant-Governor. The, following observations were made byBells— 

{Continued on mxt page) 


* / im] 

yet remaiaed to bs discovered and Clerk was writing to Bell for further 
information. 33 villages, apparently ‘Dakhli’ or dependent, not comprised 
in the list, were considered as belonging to the British Government, 
though Patiala deuied the right of the British Government; 25 villages 
claimed from Patiala on the frontier of Fatehabad had been tran- 
sferred to the British control. On the frontier of Sirsa, out of 
14 villages claimed from Patiala, 12 had been transferred; the 


{Continued from page SO i) 

The decision of the Hariaiia boundary was to be framed with reference 
to the status of Those lauds whieh were in the possession of the Sikh 

Chiefs at that period were to remain witn them and those held by the officers 
of the Sindhia to be considered the property of the British Government. In 
Fatehabad, the British Government was to be guided by the basis of 
possession in 1809 and in the like manner, Sirsa and Eania, when the Parganas 
were annexed to British territory in ISIS. Hariana comprisd 19 districts which 
fell to the Mahrattas at the defeat of George Thomas. Thirteen districts 
including Fatehabad, Sirsa and Rania had been placed under the immediate 
control of the officers appointed by the Sindhia and with the exception of 
Bhatner subsequently annexed to the British domains; Saffedon and Bbatrat 
had been tr msferr^^d to Raja Bhag Singh of Jind. The territoiies which remain- 
ed in dispute were, as follows 

(a) Kassohan. It comprised 16 villages and was originally in possession 
of Patiala; George Thomas in 1798 wrestfed it and he in turn was ejected by 
Louis Burgoyne; Kassohan was then assigned to Bhai Lai Singh^cf Kaithal but 
he transferred it to Patiala with whom it had remained ever since. The right 
of the Raja of Patiala was acknowledged in the case of Kassohan. 

(b) Goukpur Taaluq. It consisted of 15 villages- It had been wrested 
frem George Thomas by Louis Bgrgoyue and on the over-throw of Sindhia’ a 
power bad been taken possession of by the British, It was granted to three 
different Chiefs but was ultimately annexed in 1809 to British dominions. 
Cop-eaof four letters were produced by tho Raja of Patiala in support of his 
claim. Bell was of the opmion. that the villages ’ were the property of the 
British Government, 

. (c) Fort a/ Badaihri It was taken , from Patiala by George Thomas in 
1798 and granted by Louis Burgoyne to. Bha! Lai Singh of Kaithal It was 

an Mmi 
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remaifting 2 were not discovered. On the frontier of Rania, 76.] 
villages had been transferred from the control of Putiala to that 
of the British. Captain Thoresby had taken cliarge of those 
villages; there was doubt about the identity of 4 villages on shi.s 



{Continued from page 3;)a) 


restored to Patiala in, 1802. The olaiin of Patiala to Biulsikri ans «ck- 

oowledged. 

{d)Ffjrt oj Kanhouru It originally belonged to .Kaithai, It was wrested by 
Thomas and garrison© i for some time bj? Patiala but bad bean re.annexed to 
Kaithal before 1803. The right of Kaithal was admitted 

(e) lamailpur cum Sohana, There were at first onlv 31 ©Ftates but 
now the number had increased to 122- Between 1760-1778, these districts were 
over-run by Sikh or Bhatti plunderers* From 1778 to 1782, they were occupied 
by the troops of Kaja Amar Singh of Patiala, From 1798 to 1802. Pobann was 
garrisoned by Thomas. From 1802 to 1803, the territory was in Oenerui 
Perron’s pc ssession, and ought to have formed a pari of the company’s terri- 
tory from ISOS. Th® Baja of Patiaia bad not the possession of the territory 

the time the Sindhia was over thrown. The Raja did not obtain the possses- 
sion of 11 villages until 1809. Ball had recommended the annexation of ail 
lands now in p ssesdon of the Raja of Patiala to tho South ann West of a 
irontier lino from Bohia to Kasaohan which constiuxted the Sikh boundary 
between 1803 and 1809. 

(f) Fatehabad, In 1774, Raja Amar Singh of Patiala conquered the 
Parganas of Fwtehabad, Eania and Sirsa retaining them for himself ( He gave 
some villages to Nabha and Kaithal. Patiala and Kaithal were in possession 
until 1783 when there was a famine. In 1784, the Blmttis ro-posaessed them-' 
selves of the territory and retained it until 1811, two years after tho annexation 
ef Fatehabad by tb© British. Th»«> claim of the Sikh Chiefs was founded on 
coDfuest of 1774 but from 1783 to 1811 they had not held the diitriol. i’afceh- 
abad was declared to be British territory, and 26 villages from Patiala and 
21 from KaithaL.....46 in all. .....were to revert to the British Government- 

(g) Bifsu. ' It comprised 27 viRages of which Panhiari was taken posses- 
sion of in;i8l2 by Nabha; three villages were possessed by Patiala. These four 
were to be retained by them- The remaining 23 villages , , . 14 belonging to 
Patiala, 3 to H'abha and 6 to Kaithal which were in possession of t e 
Bhafctfs in 1818, wet© to revert to the 'British. All these villages had hmn 
settihd after 1818, the date of subp'Otibh.to'' British Government. 

.'’y ^ ' [CmUnmi w 
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frohtier.i On the frontier of Fatehabad, 21 villages claimed from 
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(h) Rania, It was of considerable size consisting of 10^ inhabited 
villages, of which Patiala possessed 77, Kaithal 5, Nabha 2, Jumba 3, Amowli 
6 , and Dharadpur 6 . The claims of the present possessors were founded on the 
right of conquest during 1772-74 by the Sikhs under Raja Amar Singh ot 
Patiala. He died in 1 781 when the Bhattis readily seized the first opportu- 
nity to recover the greater portion of the territory and aided by the dis-union 
among the several Sikh Chiefs and the famine of 1783 finally succeeded in 
expelling the Sikhs from Rania. The claim of the Sikh Chiefs was limited to 
the possession, of the territory for a period o' eleven years from 1772 to 1783. 
From 1783 to 1821 i.e., three years after the annexation cf Bhatti districts to 
British territory, the Sikh Chiefs possessed no lands within Rania So it was 
to belong to the British. 

(B. N. 36, L. N 98, November 8 , 1836,— Summary of BelPs Report, B. N. 
3^5, p. 374-81). 

i. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 30, 1837, B. N/83, L. N. 17, 

The list of the villages claimed was as follows:— - 

Humbei.*.-' , ^ 

From Patiala on the frontier of P.-irgana Hariana. 122 

Patiala on the frontier of Pargana Fetehabad. 25 

Patiala on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 14 and 

Rania 76i 

Kaithal on the frontier of Pargana Fetehabad, 21 
Kaithal on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 6, and 

Rania 4|:. IO 3 

Nabha on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 3 . and 5 

Bania %. 

Culab Singh Shahid frontier of Pargana Rania. 6 

Arnowli on the frontier of Pargana Rania. 5^ 

Jumba on the frontier of Pargana Rania. 13 


Total 298 



Apparently, the ‘Dabhli’ or dependent villages were not inoladed in it. 
Again. Clerk does not include in this list 8 villages occupied by Dharadpur. 
The number given by the Court of Directors was 236 1/3, from Patiala. 31 1/S 
tfooa Kaithal, S from Iffabha, and 33 1/3 from other Chief, th« total 

being 306t 

<B. N. 88, t, K. 42) 
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K'dfchal had been transferred to -the; control of Captain Thoresby, 
6 villages on the frontier of ' Siria,.. ■ in the possession of Kaithal, 
hAd ber-n transferred; 8 villages, and one-third of another village, 
on the frontier of Rania, had been received from Kaith'^il; a fourth 
village oil the Rania frontier had not ye^ been traced. 

Of the 3 villages claimed from Nabiia on the frontier of 
Sirsa, 2 had been transferred to the Bridsh control; for the third 
village on the same frontier, Clerk had written to the Raja of 
Mabha. Of the 2 villages claimed from Nabha, on the Rania 
frontier, one had been made over to Captain Thoresby while the 
other had not been yet discovered. Clerk was addressing a letter 
to the ruler for that purp>se*^ villages claimed from Guiab 

Singh Shahid had been transferred with the exception of one for 
which he had written to the Shahid Chief. Five villages and one- 
third of another village, claimed from the Bhai of Arnowli had 
also been tranferred; thirteen villages claimed from the Jumba 
Chief, had also been handed ever to Government with the addition 
of one 'Dakhli' or dependent village. 

Metcalfe wrote to Oierk^ in May 1887 that he was to receive 
and discuss any objection which might be urged by the Raja of 
Patiala or any other Chief, in the event of the whole of the 
territory having been made to the British Government.'*^ He was 


i. Oierk to Motcalf©.. April 30, 1837, B.N". 83, L N. 17. 

e. Metealfe to Oiork, May 30, 1837, B.N. 37, L,H. 49. 

Metcalfe forwarded a letter of Lientenant-Oovernor to Pabtala, dated 
May 20, 1837 p. I50B 

3. The British wei 6 very anxious to put an end lo this long controversy and en- 
force principles enunciated by Bell in hm report. Bell’s view was that they 
should be rigidly enforced and thet any devintien fmm these prinelpl®^ would 
only be attended with miechievous ■ ponwquences. Ee h«d will 

involve an unnecessary. , sacrifice of our .'Just right , tend ^ to encotir'^gd ■ future 
aggressions, under the denaatcatk>n''bf;^ well defined bounilary' elill mdre 
difficult and eonsequently disputes between the adiao#*it 

villages of hhe“ijwutWrit 0 m^^ , 


not to pay any heed to unr^jasonable objectionf^; only those objec- 
tions were to be subaiitoed by hi a to Goverament which itiight 
appeal" to him well-fouaded. Metcalfe once again asked him to 
discourage ‘‘the revival of vexatious controversy on points of detail, 
which may be considered as having been completely settled by 
aotorioos facts and the mass of evidence tliat has been recorded'". 
Finally, he directed him to report whether ail the territory on 
the Hariana or Bhatti froDtier, included in Bell's award, had been 
occupied, so that all future disputes might be avoided. 

Chrk in replyi requested Metcalfe to provide him with a 
copy of Bell's map to enable him, in some instances respecting 
l«nda not specified in the list of villages claimed, to determine to 
which side such lands were to appertain. 

In August 1837, Metcalfe addresed six letters to Clerk in whicn 
he was asked to adopt immediate measures to ensure a complete cession 
of the tract in question, ^ as Patiala and other Sikh Chiefs were adopting 
dilatory tactics. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 1. 18:J7, B, N. 8^, L. N. 26. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 12, 1837, B.N, 27, L/IST. 76. 
Thoreshy to Metcalfe, August 9, 1837, p, 242.44. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, August 14, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N* 77. 
Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 10, 1837; B.N. 37, p, 246.47. 
Metcalf© to Clark, August 18* 1837. B.N. 37, b*N. 78. 
Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 4, 1837, B.N. 37^ p. Mhm, 
Metcalf© to Clerk. August 30,' 1837.- B,N. 'ST,: M, • 

Metcalf© to Clark , August 31:^.; 1831., ■ B't N,, 37^ L. N* 84. 


{Contifimd on nexi page) 


In September, Clerk informed Metcalfe that 41 villages had 

not yet. been transferred 29 on tie Haiiaiia frontier and 12 on 

the Bluitti frontier^ He had written to th<j Raja of Patiala but had 
received no reply. However, he had received a, message that the 
ministers of Patiala w^ould be waiting on him, though they had not 
yet arrived. Ha had heard that the Patiala authorities were waiting 
to hear from the Vakils at Agra and Calcutta, before compiling with 
the requisition of Government. 

On September 11,® Metcalfe once again addressed Clerk on the 
necessity of his adopting early and decisive measures to effect a 
complete cession of the tract in question. On September 22,^ he wrote 
that it was not clear whether the villages, said to have been surrendered 
by Patiala, embraced the whole tract and observed that if a complete 


Gontinued from page SOS) 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 2$, 1837 B. N. 37, p. 294-95, 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 4, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 85 

Scott to Metcalfe, August 26, 1837, B. N. 37, p. 297, 

The mftin burden of Thorasby’s letters was the reluctance of the local 
Patiala officials like Tlianedars and Tahsildare to surrender the villages, 
assigned to the British Government. In this connection, twelve villages 
figured prominently in discussion with the ruler of Patiala. 

fescott wrote to Matcaif© that he, Clerk and Thoresby ought each to have 
a copy of Bel rs report; that wo latter were to taka possossiort of the places, 
included within tbd boundary Una; if any hostile collisioii was C5cpeeted, 
Clerk siioidd be approached to demand their surrender from the patties 
concerned- ' ■ ■ - 

1. Clerk to Mctcahe, September 6, 1' 37,, B. K. 42* , 

m , * ' ' ' . 

2. Metcalfe to Oietk, September P, 1837,. _37, B. N« 8S. 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, September 7, l,S|7,3. 1?^- 37, P* 307-1 

3. Metcalf© to Oletk» B, H» 37, B.-N. 91-.-', ■ ■ ' 


cession had been made, the Superintendent of the Bhatti district and 
the Collector tvf Hariana wnnld h Governnient to that 

effect. Clerk was again requested to urge upon the Raja of Patiala 
the necessity for a full and immediate compliar ce with Gnven.mcnt’s 
orders. Tims the attitude of the Raja was n-d* very lielpfol. He was 
doing his best OB various pleas and ipreiexts to avoid the transfer of 
as much of the disputed tract as possible. In his defence, it could be 

said that he had been occupying the tract for about twenty years and 
he genuinely believed that the Bdtish would not take any notice of 
his encroachment. 

In February i838p Metcalfe instructed Cierk to ask tlie 
Raja ot Patiala to co nply without delay with Brown's requi ition 
or an ‘ exparte ' demarj-ation would be made. The Raja thought 
that he might be able to prevail upon the Supreme Government, 
by a personal interview with Lord Auckland, the Governor-General, 
to renounce some of its claims. Bui- even this move was not 
successful because the Governor-General expressed his inability to 
comply with the Raja's request to be allowed to visit him at 
Simla.* 


t. Metcalfe to Clerk, Febraar}> 27, 1838, B. N. 38, L. n, 10. 

Broun to Metcafe, February 12, 1838, B. N. 38, P. 31*32. 

Brown was the Collector of the Wes em Division and Ini wanted to settle 
the boundaries of 18 villages in the disputed territory in Hariana. I-ispite '?f his 
best effort, he could not prevail on the ruler of Patiala to send his agent to 
enable him to arrive at a decision. As Brown stated to Mo teal to :**I apprehend 
that the Eaja*s disiuoUnation to have the boundaries adjusted ari.ses from a 
feeliag that his doing so will bo tantamount to a tacit acknowledgment on his 
part of our title to them, a point which his advisors persist in assuming to bo 
still under oomideraiion.” He asked Metcalfe to take naeossary steps to 
secure the demarcation or permit him to proceed to an exparte demarcation. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May, 31, 1838, B. H, 38, L. N. 24. 

Lord Auckland explained to the ruler why be could not receivo him, 

(B. N. 38, p, 123„Ma3?-;I% 1^^^) ' 


The threat of'^exparte’ proc^edlirigs somewhat impiTss^^d the 
Raja, for writing on June Clerk reported tlml the Raja tad 
at lenglli depuUd one of his ministers. Bir Singh, to dt.nmss the grcimds 
on which the British Goverment had feaken possession of the tract.^ nf 
the country of the Northern borders of Harian-s and Bbatii. J-iir Singh 
wanted to obtain a trarivSlation of Bell’s report. Ch rk was of the o|diiioii 
that when the minister would be in posst ssion of the grounds of 
BelFs decision, it would greatly facilitate the investigation propostal 
to be held. 

Metcalfe asked Clerk, in July, to call upon the Chiefs’ oi Patiala 
and Nabha to depute their agents to remain in attendance on Captain 
Ross the Siip'Tiutendent of -Bha'ti territoi^/.^ That meant that the 
Patiala Chief had not sent an agent to Ross, to settle tiie disp-n-e; tliuugh 
he was bein- repeatedly asked to do so. Writing again in August,^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, B. N. 83, L. N. 70.- 
2 Metcalfe to Clerk, July 23, 1838, B. N, ^8, L. H. 38, 

Rose to Metcalfe, July 20, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 202. 

3. MerCfUfe to Clerk, August 3, 1838, B. N. 39, L, R, 42. 

Met ca he also forwarded a despatch from MacmighteB who sent a long 
extract, from « de^pateh of the Court of Directors dated February 13, 3838 
relative to the resumpthwi < f lauds on the disputed frontiesr. 

(B. N. 38, p. 210, July 28, 1838). 

The extract wh ch gives a lucid and impartial nummary uf the ('as* was, 
as follows : — 

“ This qu< stioxi has been normally imder investigation for upwards of 
20 years during which period its settfemerit-lias, been delayed partly by the 
evasive preceedings of the Raja of Patiala and p&rfcly by the ohision of the 
attention of Government to other subjects. During the interval, the Rajas 
officeri have established a great number of new villages in the ditputed 
territories.. .... ,, ‘ 

■' ' (Coniinmd on mxi p 


Metcalfe caiied upon Clerk to report if any further proceedings had 
^ een held relative lo the resumption of the British Government of land 
from Patiaia and if not the cause of delay whether arising from the 
neglect or pervers:^ ness of the.Patiala-.ageiits or from ...any, 'unconirollable 
^■ircumstances on our ] art/' 


{Continued from page S09) 

In i830. a very ininiite investigation of the frontier questions at issue 
with Fatia a and other Sikh States was effected by Mr, Brown, but no proceed- 
ings took piaoo in consequence. In 1835. Mr. Ross Bell wis deputed to the 
frontier to compieie the inquiry and a principle was laid down by which ail 
the fK'ints in dispute were to be deterininod. This principle was the state of 

ac uai prssf ssion at the time when the districis cauie under our dominion 

by c(Uiquest. ....two further questions arose. First, whether districts not 
actually in the hands of the Sikhs at the period in question, but which they 
allege that the then possessor (General Ferion) had promised to deliver to 
them, shall be considered to have been then in their possession or not. It has 
been decided that they shall not. Secondly, on which side the burthen shall 
lie o proving actual possession. It has been decided that this burthen must 

rest with the Sikhs Both these questions have thus been decided in our 

own favour but yet we think the rights which those decisions assert, should 

not be strained to the utmost The case is altogether a case for compromise 

and we much regret that the contumacious spirit of the Kaja of Patiala who 
has. done his utmost lo throw obstacles in the way of inquiry, has presented 

the matter from being adjusted in that manner .an award has been passed 

adjudging to ourselves 236 1/3 village.^ posspssed by Patiala you have found 

it necesfea»y to enforce your demand upon the Raja of Patiale for the surrender 
of the villages by a ^ hi-eat of marching a military force to his capital ” 

Uiid.jr tiiese circumstances, tho Court desired the Governor-General to 
take a generous view, for it observed: — “We are desirous not only that 
t.h>. Raja's equir able claims should be respected, btit that unle-s by continued 
c ntuniney, i.'e shali have forfeited aU title to indulgence, a li eral consideration 
should id^o be shown to the disappointment which he must expfxience at 
losing the valiiahie pofifeessions wideh he has created Jiit of a desert and the 
name observation applies to other Chiefs in a still greater degree because they 
have not shown tbeaame contumacy 

(B. N. SSf p. 217-20, dated' 'February 13, No. 11 of 1838), 

The spirt of candour and liberality distinguishing the despatch deserves 
to foe commended. 
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However, an accredited representative was sent by I’atinla, as 

replying to the above letter, Clerk observed ; that the Raja of Paiiala, 
though authorised by the Kharita addressed to him by I he Governor™ 
Geneial as early as May 2tM837, to depute his ageais tu Ambaia, in 

order to a rehearing of his claims, to the territory on the borders ci 
Hariana and the Bhatti country, had only deputed an nuent for sucli 
purpose on the 9th of JuneA The first jn-oposition of the a.nent had 
ht en to get a translation of Bell’s report and other English ducuraents. 
Clerk added that the translations would take soiiie tin e ; aiier that, he 
would personal^; go with the agent to the country in wh ch the lands iji 
disp.ute were situated and settle the w'hole question. 

The first qu stion to be settled was that relating to the ‘ Nili ’ 
lands. In October,- Macnaghten authorised Clerk to furnish the Baja 
of Patiala with a copy of BelTs report in the case of, tiie Nili villages. 
AVriting a few months la ter, ^ Metcalfe sought from Clerk information 
with respect to the progress made by the agen s of Patiala state in 
bringing to a close the long disputed question of the Nili tracts. He 
wrote that the period fixed by the Governor-Geneiai for receiving 
argimieiits in refutation of BelTs report had long since elapsed and that 
he should submit the result of his further conferences with the Panala 
agents as early os possible. ^ 


1. Ciark to Metcalfe, August 9 , 18S8, B. N. 83,, b. H. 79. 

2. Maccagliteu to Clerk, October 13, 1^38,- B. 38, N, CD* 

Tb© Baja was given 4 months to put for Ih© Nili v>llag'ea Macnaghten 

also forwarded copies of 'correspondence exchanged between Supreme Govern* 
men t and Baja of Fatia'la (p. 3'H^43).' In the final dedsioa, no obange was 
mad© by the Supreme Oovernment fB*. 13.7, h* H* HS-, November 13,- 184*?) ; 
a little iater, Metcalf© aakjed Clerk 'about the result of his negotiatloiw,witb the 
Chief of- Patiala and other Sikb'.Stateafortbe cession of certain ©states- in that 
region. (B. N. h. 48#. 3'aBuary \ 

3. Metoalfe to Clerk, August- W 0 U N* 44# 
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Clerk, in a letter to Haddock,^ Secretary at Calcutta, stated 
that lie had reminded the Raja of Patiala of GovernmenCs orders,- 
when the, period of two months,, alio to him, to prepare a settle- 
ment of his objections to BeU's decision of ihe Nili case, was aboot 
to expire. But the Raja requested still more time, urging that 
the p irty whom he had employed to translMe BelCs report had been 
very dd'-itory ; and that in order nob toexceei th^ limit and 
to show his dilig-nce, the Raja had forwarded a portion of his 
replies which Clerk was transmitting. The Raja had assured Clerk 
that he w^as preparing the remainder of his objections with every 
pos ibie degree of expedition consistent with the importance of the 
subject* Clerk concluded by saying that he was transmitting the 
replies of Patiala at once “ as it may enable Government to form some 
judgment of the degree of consideration which the arguments of the Raja 
seem likely to deserve.* 


1 Clerk to Maddock. August 27, 18^9, B. N. 8$, L. N, 126. 

2. One letter of the Raja, dated February 26, 1841, illustrator his attitude. He 
wrote, as follows : — 

received your letter recommending me not to prolong the disougsion 
in the Nil! case and to give a brief reply. The explanations and arguments 
offered at some length were intended merely to prove my right and not in 
any way to give unnecessary trouble. I am prepared to occupy the villages 
proposed to be made over to me . out of my hereditary territories of KiU, 
according to Mr. J, Conolly’s ( rest of the sentence missing ) of the villages 

of that district in which x have an equal claim will also be acknowledged. 
Any right to the rest of the villages in the district is equally well established 
and the doubts of the British Government can easily be removed by my 

agent Any consent to the occupation of the villages proposed to be given 

up should not be considered as silencing or abolishing my claims to the rest 
of li-.e district was x>rtventing me from appealing to the justice of a Jovern- 
ment which has never yet permitted that any one should be unjustly 

subjected to loss I beg therefore to request your recommendation to 

British Government of the acknowledgment of my just claims to the remaining 
villages” B. X. 82, last two pages (hpt enumerated). 

If that was the attitude of Fatiala in 1841, one pan, 'very weU' 
hii tenacity in 1839* 
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Ms^ddock replied ^ that on condition that no unnecessary delay 
took place in completing the reply of the Raja of Patiala to the arga* 
ments of Bell, the Governor-General wonld be willing to admit it to be 
laid before him. It was left to Clerk's discretion to determine and 
to commonicate to the Raja, some not remote date" after which he 
would not be authorised to receive any further papers from him 
connected with his replies.^ 

In 1840, Clerk was once again instructed to tackle the problem 
of Bhatti-Hariana frontier.® 


1. Maddook to Olerk, September 2. 1830, B, N. 30, h. 45. 

2. The Sapreme Government approved the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
in the Patiala — Nili dispute and refused to make any change in it. iUnfor- 
tunately, no details are available). 

Thomason to Clerk, Hovemher 12, 1840, B. H. 127, L. N. 85. 

Torrens to Thomason, October 19, 1840* B, 127, p# 272. 

Edwardes to Clerk, June 3, 1841, B. H. 128, L. N. 90. 

Maddock to Thomason, May 10, 1841, B,. N, 128, p. 284. 

3. Clerk was asked to negotiate with rulers of Lahore, Bahawalpur and Bikaner 
for their aid in survey and adjustment of boundaries in the Bbatti territory. 
The task proved to be equally baffling as would be clear from the following 
despatches : — 

Thomason wrote : ** As the basis on which this boundary with the 
Protected Sikh States has been fixed by the resolution of bth August last, 
His Honour hopes that no further obstacle will be oppos 3 d to the final closing 
of this long pending question,** Clerk was asked to point out to the ruler of 
Lahore and Bahawalpur that any further ^‘contumacious refusal** to aid the sur- 
vey would “ debar them from the benefit of any favour the Government might 
otherwise be disposed to extend to them.** If their agents refused to turn up 
the revenue authorities had been instructed to make off such boundaries on 
the best evidence procurable",* no objectiona on the score of thelV' mn- 
attendance wppld, be regraded* ^ So they were ,'tp he asked to depute' their 
If- 127, Ii.Ni.35,.Septembe? '' V- 


a 
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A few months later, ^ Thomason, Secretary to the Govern- 
ment of North-West Provinces, inquired of Clerk what progress had 
been made in the negotiations regarding the disputed boundaries. 
He also forwarded Metcalfe’s letter giving the latter’s views regarding 
the transfer to Government of certain villages belonging to Patiala.* 


{Centinued from page 813) 

Metcalfe bad forwarded to Thomason three letters from Robinson, 
Superintendent, Bhatfci territory (B. N. 127, p. 71). In the first letter, Robinson 
bad informed Metcalfe that the boundaries between Lahore, Bahawalpur, 
and Bikaner could not be settled, except by himself in the next cold weather. 
Bikaner had agreed to send its agents but Lahore and Bahawalpur had not 
agreed to do so. (July IS, 1840, p*. 71). In. the second letter, Bobinson wrote 
that Patiala had refused to accede to his wishes. i August 18, 1840, p. 72) ; in 
the third, he pointed out that Nabha and Kaitbal had not agreed to send their 
agents and that no survey was possible till the boundaries had been settled. 
The States or Chiefs concerned were : Baba- alpur, Bikaner, Jumba, Arnowli, 
Gulab Singh Shahid, Nabha, Patiala and Kaitbal, He added that the 
Lieutenant-Governor should compel the attendance of the agents of these people 
(p. 72-73, August 31, 1840). 

Again, in May 1841, Metcalfe requested Clerk to make another attempt 
to bring f he boundary disputes to a speedy termination and to stop the 
encroachment of Bahawalpur and Bikaner Chiefs on the British territory. (B. 

' K. 128, L. N. 81). 

Also see, B. N. 126, L. K. 116, B. N. 149, L. K. 38, and B. N. 127, 
LL. N, 2 end 65. 

That shows not only the bewildering nature of the problem but also the 
sincerity of the efforts of the local British officials to solve it in face of »o 
much discouragement 

1, Thomason to Clerk, January 11, 1841, B. N. 128, L N. 8. 

Metcalfe to Thomason, December 30, 1840, B. N. 128, p. 13. 

2, Metcalfe sent copies of three communications from Brown, the Collector of 
Hariana. in the last f which the latter had observed that five villages belong- 
ing to Patiala and two of Kaitbal should be retained by Government. Metcalf© 
believed that it would be useless to ent er on the question of their transfer 
unless the arrangement suggested by OonoUy, who bad been appointed to arbi- 
trate in 1840, was acceded to and the result of Clerk’s reference to the Chiefs 

■ Idawh. Patiala, as Bichmohd ‘■subseqaenily’- pointed' ■•put ^ wotdd 
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Replying, Clerk remarked that he had met the Raja of Patiala 
a number of times in personal conference and bad exchanged letters 
with Maharaja Kar .m Singh on the subject both previous and sub- 
sequent to the receipt of his letter. i He, however, found it inipossibL' 
to induce the Raja to resign his pretensions to more of the territory 
in question than had been awarded to him bv Conolly's decision.* 
It wa< unn cessary to give the details of several discussions that 
Clerk had with the Maharaja and his agents. Iheir substance was 
that Conolly, like Bell, had adjudicated without making proper 
investigations and that he had not acquired all the information 
regarding t!acts ac. judged by Bell to the British Government, which 
was necessary to form a correct view of the whole question. Clerk 
declared that the findings of BeU had been on an 'exparte’ nature as he 
had not the means of hearing any other evidence.® He concluded 
by saying ^ that it was very difficult to attain a final adjustment 
of the case and that the only alternative that he could recommend 
was the reinvestigation by Conolly of the remaining parts in the 
same manner as he had inquired into a considerable portion.* 

Again, Clerk was of the view that what had already been 
adjudged to Patiala should be occupied by the officials of that state, as 
it would relieve their own officers and was desirable for purposes of 
Police. Unfortunately the Raja was disinclined to accept the territory, 
unless he was allowed to adduce evidence in support cf his claims to 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March 19, ISil, B. N* 83, L. N. 171. 

3. As already observed, Conolly had been appointed to effeot some sort of oompro. 
mise with Patiala. 

3. The defect was, as Clerk pointed out, that Bell had gone on with his work on 
the disputed frontier and at Simla, although the Patiala authorities had refused 
to associate their agents with him. The proceedings should have ceased until 
the Baja had been either persuaded or oompeUed to appoint his agents. 

4. .Captain Wr appeiatod to survey the Bhatti eountry in 

S^tember 1840 {B,N. m, L.ir.36|. , ; 


tracts still retained by the British.^ Clerk added that if Government 
considered Patiala not entitled to any further hearing in the case, 
the Raja should be apprised that in the event of his not receiving 
charge of the territory unconditionally 'within a certain period, he would 
forfeit the arrears of revenue, which were to be paid to him. The 
rther Chiefs concerned in the case were willing to receive what had 
been assigned to them out of the disputed territory. 

A few days later, Clerk addressed a despatch to Robinson, 
Superintendent, Bhatti territory, on the subject of boundaries between 

the Sikh States and the Hariana villages.^ He expressed himself in 
favour of a decision by arbitration which appeared to him a more 
satisfactory mode of adjustment than the equal pardtion decreed by 
the Superintendent.® 

In regard to his complaint that the Raja of Patialt was delay- 
ing to send an agent to him, Cierk wrote that it was cauaed by the 
Raj a'j' apprehensions that doing 80 would be an abandonment of his 
claim “to the possession of these lands which it is now proposed to 
survey as belonging to the British Government'', He added that he 
would require the Patiala Goveniment to abide by decision of the 
boundary, which had been agreed to by die zamindars and defined 
by the Panchayati.^ 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March 19, 184:1, B.N. 83, 171. 

2. Clerk to Robinson, March *i9, 1841, B,N. 8^, L.N. 172. 

a. Clerk declared that the decision? made by arbitration were permanent and quoted 
the example of Kot Kapura and the Frotected Sikh States between whom the 
most obs Jnate and violent boundary dispute had been settled in that way. He 
addad : ‘‘Being their own system they like it and though they may suffer, they 
will generally respect it . ........ The suspension of a survey is comparatively 

of little importance when the object of delay is to lay down a satisfactory 
boundary between two countries whose people have for centuries been accus- 
tomed to herder feuds. 

4. As Robinson pointed out, Clerk could not persuade the Raja to agree. (B* H* 132, 


It is no wonder that Government seemed to have become 
tired of Patiala's attitude, for in August 1841, Thcmason wrote to 
Clerk to ascertain if the Raja of Patiala meant to accept the 
award in dispute, as the uncertainty was prejudicial to the prosperity 

of the country.® He further observed : Honour has long been 

convinced of the prejudicial effect, which must be produced on the 

prosperity of the country and welfare of the pooplo by the cun- 

tinuance of the discussion with the Patiala Ri;ja on the subject 
of the boundary. The final decision of the Local Government 

has now been pronounced and confirmed by the Supreme Govern- 
ment. The Patiala Rcija has bten called upon at once to say 
whether he will accept or reject these terms; and has been warned, 
that unless he quickly accepts them, they will be considered cancelled 
This c:^urse has been approved by the Supreme Government''. 

intimation, however, of the resolution, of the Patiala 
Government has yet been received and His Honour feels that the 
interests of the inhabitants of this tract of land imperatively demand 
a speedy and final decision". 

*‘You are now requested to take the subject again into 

your consideration and explain to the Raja the necessity for an 
early declaration of the course which he intends to pursue and to 
report the result '' 

This letter seemed to have produced some efifect on the Raja 
who moderated his demand with the result that tome villages on the 
Hariana frontier were restored to Lim and other Chiefs; in December 
1841, the new Secretary at Agra, asked Clerk to depute an Amin to 
assist the Collector at Hariana in transferring ihe lands awarded by 


2. Thomason to Clerk, august H* 129. L. K* 
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Conolly and approved by the Lieutenant-Governor. » In this connectioftj 
some land in the Hissar district was also transferred to the Chiefs and 
the boundary line in Har.ana was thus more or less fixed.* 

Hosrever, thb Buatti boundary was not settled as in It 42. 
Eaaiilton appealed to Clerk to remove every obstacle to the speedy 
■ ermination of the dispute®. He also referred to the appointment of 
Robinson as an assistant under Clerk who was expected "to employ that 

nfficers’ services effectually in connection with this duty” and forwarded 


1. Hamilton to Clerk, December 27, 1841, B. N. 128, L.N*. 252^ 

Hamilton to Metcalfe, December 27, 1841, B. N. 128, p. 532* 

On Derember 12, 1841, Clerk reported to Thomason that he had already 
instructed his assistant, Greathed, to make over to Batiala the villages alloted 
to him by Conolly. (B. N. 152, p. 237). 

Again Clerk wrote to the Collector at Hariana, that he had deputed two 
Amins to assist in making over charge of the villages, to be ceded to the 
several Sikh authorities, according to Conolly’s decision. (B. N. 86, L. H. 318 
January 17, 1842). 

The Collector informed Clerk that he had been instructed to carry into 
effect Conolly’s decision and requested him to s<^nd an Amin (B. N. 66, L. K. 23 
January 19, 1842) and Clerk wrote back that he had already despatched two 
Amins to assist him in the decision regarding the land in dispute between 
Patiala and Government. (B. N. 86, L. N. 346, January 31, 1842), 

2 . The Collector asked Clerk to direct the Patiala, Nabha, and Kaithai Chief# to 
acknowledge that they had received those lands (B. hT, 65, L. N. 183). As 
Robinson wrote to Metcalfe, the Hissar boundary was defined as fixed. (B. N 
132, p. 12-14). 

; . Hamilton to Clerk, Jaunary 17, 1842, B. N, 132, L IST. 9. 


a copy of the former’s let lerJ addressed to Metcalfe, U explanation of 
the causes of delay in carrying into effect i ue wisires of Govemment as 


I, Robinson to Metcalfe, December SI, 1841, B. K. 132, p* 12,— 14, 

The letter of Eobmson is important because it tells ns the position in 
which this long dispute is left by Clerk. There is no othe.* rt^fercnce to st 
after June 1842; Clerk went over to Lahore as Envoy in October of the same 
year and afterwards left the Punjab for good in June 1843. 

Robinson wrote to Metcalfe: “If a reference is made to Mr. Conolly*« 
report of the 23rd of May and Government resolution thereon, it will be seen 
that the Hissar boundaries were defined and a survej completed during the 
period of that officer’s deputation, but for my district it was proposed to give 
up all those villages lying north and east of a line drawn from Gudha to 
Abobar, Mr Conolly, however, explained that as a preliminary measure the 
whole frontier must be surveyed, after which I was, in conformity with hia 
views to mark the tract of country for relinquishment and submit my report 
to Government. 

During the last year, I was engaged in such boundaries as the Sikh Chief 
would allow me to define and such as I had finished were surveyed by 
Captain Brown but a line of nearly thirty miles ramains to b© completed and 
accordingly that officer intends shortly sending one of his assistants to under- 
take the same, on receipt of the map I shall submit my report to Govern - 

ii.ent which will enable of their passing final orders but at present it is quit© 
impossible to say what villages will be retained or given up.” 

In regard to the attitude of the Chiefs, Robinson jmformed Metcalf ©.that 
ail except the Chiefs of Kaithal and the Shahid Sardar had refused to depute 
their agents— for example, Nabha did not send any agent; similarly Patiala 
withdrew her own deputy and refused to send any other. This was responsible 
for inordinate delay and, according to Robinson, the Chiefs had no right to 
expect a speedy relinquishment of their 'villages when his sincere efforts to 
promote their interests .were met by a most unworthy spirit of opposition m 
thexr part. 
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far as hi>? district was copcerted.l 

2, Dispute over tashkar Khan Ki Serai between Patiala and the British 

Government, 

The estate known as Lashkar Khan Ki Serai bad been given to 

the two widows of Sardar Mohar Singh Nishanwala Varai and 

Bhagan. In January 1829, Murray had reported the death of Bhagan, 
the last of the widows, who had left a childless daughter married to a 
zamindar at Amritsar. Consequently, there were no heirs to this estate 
and Murray had taken possession of it®. 


{Continued from -page 819) 

That the boundary was not fixed in Bichmond’s time and that the Baja 
of Patiala remained tboroughly dissatisefied with the award and was not willing 
to exchange any village even in Hariana for the sake of a more regular bound- 
ary on that border would be clear from the following letter of Richmond, dated 
September 4, 1844 : — . 

Mr. Conolly’s decision was approved in 1840 and what attempts my 
predecessor may have made to induce the Raja of Patiala to agree to an 
exchange must have been as unsuccessful as my own. I addressed the Raja 
on the subject in the month of February last and also explained our wishes 

at length to the agents I asked the Raja to write finally whatever he 

wished to urge on the question generally as continued doubt and delay was in- 
advisable .... he will not agree to the exchange desired and that he continues 
to brood over what he considers a deprivation of territory, The Raja thinks 
that to exchange villages which he looks as rightfully his own should be a 
relinquishment of his claims. 

I take the opportunity of calling to your remembrance that no final 
orders have yet been received with regard to the boundary of Bhattiana and 
the Protected States and that many villages which it was proposed to restore 
are still under sequestration’*. (B N. 160, L.N, 47). 

1. In the absence of any other relevant letters, I have to leave this dispute 
here with the boundary, eapeoiaUy of Bhattiana unsettled and Baja Karam 
Singh of Patiala sullen and angry at the attitude of the British Government. 

?, Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B.lSf. 77, L.N. 76. 

Colebrcoke to Murray, January 10, 1829, B.N, 29, L.N 6. 


The estate comprised the village of Dudl i near Ambak and several 
other villages, situat <4 abont forty miles' to the north--west of Ambala, 
These distant' villages were held in co-parceny with Patiala; Clerk 
pointed out that Murray had proposed to report again on the subject c.i 
their exchange with villages of Patiala, situated near Ambala. Further, 
Murray hod been of the opinion that the share of Bhagan should be 
given to Patiala on Es. 2100 a year, as the British management might 
prove expensive^ 

Clerk informed Martin, the Resident at Delhi, that Dudla had 
been taken over by Government but the escheat of Lashkar Khan Ki 
Serai and its dependent villages remained in abeyance, on account of 
the claims of the Raja of Patiala. Only a Chaprasi of the Agency had 
been stationed there to receive the revenue and keep it in deposit* 
Talking about the claim of the Raja, Clerk observed that he was basing 
his claim on a lette r of. Birch apprising him that on the demise of the 
widow, the estate would revert to him. An order to this effect had 
actually been passed by Birch and Ross^ and Clerk acknowledged that 
the copy of the former’s letter was in his office. 

According to Clerk, the basis of Patiala’s claim should be the 
states. of the estate in 1809, when the British control was extended to 

the CiH-Sutlej Chiefs. As Clerk pointed out, it was not asserted by the 
Raja that he was in actual possession of it. Had he been able to do so 
succe sfully, his claim would have been admitted according to the 
principles which had guided the decision of the Government in such 
cases®. Further evidence might be sought about the position of the 


L Murray to Colebrooke, February 16^ 1829, B.N. 76, h.N. 299, 

2. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B.H. 77, Xi.N. 76. 

Cierfc also forwarded a statement submitted by Patiala ruler with his own' 
comments (p. 70— 74>. 

3. Clerk was the view that ^ the d|ter^iaati^p^^^ matter,^ t^iflis^g >a it, ,,mi,ght 
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estate in. 1809. Clerk, like Murray, sugge ted that Lasbkar 
Serai might be treated as an C'-'cheat by GoYerDment which might then 
exchange it for villages belonging to Patiala in the vicinity of Ambala, 
This would enable the Raja of Patiala at a very cheap price, though not 
exactly in his own way, to succeed to Bhagan’s share of Lashkar Khan 
Ki Serai. Clerk also reported that there w^ere many Persian records in 
the rffiee tvHch contained references OB the laio widow's part to the 
local British authorities for protfction against the encroachment of 
PatWaonher rights. Writing to Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor 
General, Clerk acknowledged the two Kharitas sent by the Raja of 
Patiala but even after reading them, his v*ew about Lashkar Khan Ki 
Serai remaired unchangfd.^ The Chief could not prove that the estate 
was in Patiala's posfession in ^809, when it sought the British Protec- 
tion. With regard to the Raia’s declaration the anguish and de- 
gradation that he would suffer in the event of his not obtaining the 
property in dispute, Clerk observed : ''There ar<=‘ other Chiefs of his 
equality who would on the same ground feel degraded as the British 
Government in 1809 finiaranteed Patiala against all claims on such of his 
possessions as had previously been wrested from others." The Resident, 
in acknowledging the receipt of Clerk's letter of the 26th September, 
n greed with him that the determination of the question at issue de- 
pended upon the state of possession in 1809®. He went on to say that 
he '^should have considered the reinstatement of the widow Varai by 
S?r David Ochterlony who is known to have entertained a strong pre- 
dilection in favour of the Patiala Raja and to have been very jealous 
of the security of the rights of that state as conclusive proof of the fact 
of the possession at that time if the orders of Captains Birch and Ross... 
did not appear to be inconsistent with it/C Finally, he admitted that 
there certainly appeared to be ‘'strong presumptive grounds" for 
questionning the justice of the Raja's claim. 


L Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1881, 'B.H. 1 ^, li.N.SS. 
I, M&rtip. to, CWk, October ^1881, B 8b 
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Clerk replied to the Resident in October; 1831.^ He informed 
liim that the orders passed by Birch and Ross in the case of Lashkar 
Khan Ki Serai did not appear to have been the result of any reference 
to higher authority nor subsequently to have received such confirma- 
tion. Clerk thought that Ross*s letter did not contain any declaration 

similar to that which appeared in the order passed by Birch the one 

f ivourabie to the claim of Patiala. The purport of Ross's letter was to 
induce the withdrawal of Patiala sepoys from the Serai saying that such 
interference on the part of the Raja could only have been had recourse 
to in aid of the widow’s obligation to protect travellers on the road. 
The Raja was plainly told in the letter that until that period his forces 
had never been stationed in the Serai, 

About the letter of 'Diwan Mokham Chand, the general of Maha- 
raja Ran jit Singn, it seemed to be written in defence of his having 
previously re-instated Gurraukh Singh, the son of Mohar Singh Nishan- 
wala, asserting th it there was no violence or injustice in such a measure 
and therefore im lying that Gurmukh Singh, who was the son of that 
Chief and Varai, was supported by him only in what was right and 
proper. 'Che account of Barkat Uilah Munshi made the period of its 
recovory by Ihitiala su nequent to Metc4fe’s mission to Lahore. As 
Patiala did not attempt to prove possession of the property at the 
period of coming under British Protection, Clerk said that it might be 
presumed that no such proof existed, 

Martin wrote to Clerk in October, 1831,2 wishing him to obtain. 
If possible, a copy of any proceeding which might have been held by 


L Oiwk^o Martin, Oatobdr, IS, lS3i, B.N, Ii*N. 95. 
2. Martin to Clerk, October 21, ISSl, Si,, SI,: 
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Ochterlony on re-instating the widow of Mohai Singh in possession of 
Lashkar Khan Ki Serai. If there be such a document, Martin believed, 
an examination of it w<.uld at once determine the question respecting 
the cdaimof the Raja of Patiala which appeared to be corroborated by 
the tenor of Birch's letter. Referring to Ochteriony's decision, Birch 
had concluded that the award provided oni37 for the life tenure of the 
Sardarni. it seemed unlikely as Martin remarked that Birch would 
have so expressly admitted the Raja's eventuaP right to the possession 
of the Serai. Ross bad also been of the same opinion but Clerk 
was asked to ascertain th<^ point. Ochterloiiy's decision must 
have beer based on consideration of the state of possession of 1809, 

In November 1831^, Prinsep addressed Clerk on the subject of 
the claims of Patiala ; the Governor-General had no intention to inter- 
fere with the Cuurse which Clerk was ihin king of pursuing in resp ct to 
the village in question or with his proceedings of the investigation of the 
ciaimsE^of ail parlies. 

It was in April 18:12*^, that Clerk addressed a letter to Fraser, 
the ne w Resident^, on the subject of the lapsed share of Lashkar Khan 
Ki Serai. Clerk also forwaided an urgent appeal from the Raja of 
Patiala who had been prompted to the course by finding him adamant 
in the matter of the right cf the British Government %) consider the 
disputed share of Lashkar Khan Ki Serai as an escheat. According to 
Clerk, the Raja was still anxious to recover possession of the lands in 
':::qu:estiom'>': ■ ; V ■ 


1. Prinaep to Clerk, November 12, 1831, 31, L 4 N, 89. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, April iO, 1832, B,N. 78, L.K. 19, 

I* Fraser took eharge on March 10,1832. 
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Clerk a^airi pointed out how Murray had recommended that the 
lapsed estate should be restored to Patiala in li«?u of villafres of the 
st-ate, that ini^ht be in the vicinity of Ambala and yield an equal 
revenue'*. Unfortunately the Raja did not appear to be n conciled to such 
an arrangeineni ; he was not averse to giving sone compensati'^ n, f hough 
not in land, Clerk suggested that the Raja should be asked by 
Government to build a bridge over the river Ghaggar, the necessity for 
which was gr- atly felt by the people. 

In April 1832^ Fraser asked information about certain points. 
For example, he wanted copies of statements furnished by the late 
widows of Moh<ir Singh and the Raja of Patiala at different times ; lie 
also required Clerk to provide him with copies of representation made 
by the la/e wi ows against the Patiala officers in the time of Ochterlony. 
Fn ser a so adv s* d Clerk to take the evidence of the old servants of the 
widows and of old family ‘Mutsaddis’, provided that they h-td not been 
bribed by the opposite party. Clerk was also asked to find out the 
ijroportion in which the revenue had been shared among the two co- 
parceners and to wh the right of local rule and authority had belonged 
;md how it had been exercised. 

Clerk sub nitted ills repl 5 ?' ill May 1832^, with ail the documents 
relating to the estate in dispute. la regard to the shares of the colleo- 
lion realized by Patiala or Varai, they had varied. At one time the 
latter received the moiety, after which Patiala usurped three-fourths; 
subsequently, through rhe help of the local British authorities, the 


Ifc The revenue was about Rs. 2000 per anoum* (B.H* 78,L.N. 19). 

2. Fraser to Clerk, April 23,1832, B.N..32, L.N, 18. 

t. Olafk to Fraser, May' 31. 1832, B.H, ?8., L.li?'* 30» ,• 

l^liMi^estgaation of the Eemdaut at Delhi, was ohauged to the Agetif 
Delhi* from May I,, 1132. , 
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widow's share was fixed at six annas in the rupees Clerk also sent a 
brief acoouat received from a Mohiinmadaii which might be considered as 
establishing the right of the widows to that degree of authority, in niHin- 
taining which they had been repeatedly supported by the countenance 
and the dir ct interference of British authority, the most marked instance 
of which wa^ the removal by orders of Ross of the Patiala sepoys, from 
the Serai, at the instance of the widows. 

About six months later. Clerk addressed another letter to Fraser® 
in which he said that the question regarding the share in the revenue of 
the estate of Lashkar Khan had not been decided till that time. 
Moreover, the claim of Government, which was being disputed by Patiala 
had been under discussion for the past four years, but no decision had 
been arrived at. That was leading to unpleasant relatioEis between the 
two governniefds. As Clerk remarked : * The claim with which Patiala 
clings to his supposed right to the control and po.ssession of this portion 
of the. state also are the occasion at times of unpleasant alteration 
between him and the manager on the part of the British Government/' 

However, Government ultimately decided on keeping its lapsed 
share in Lashkar Khan Ki Serai uader its. own control, inspite of 


I, Clerk gave a detailed account of the four villages Lashkar Khan Ki Serai, 

Kaipur, Chuk and Itana the mode of collection of reveuue and the share of 

Patiala State, (B.K, 78, p. 72— 77)., 

Clerk to Fraser, December lo, 1832, B. N. 78, L. K, 83. 
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Clerk^s recommendation to the contrary. On July 1, 18:^5,^ Metcalfe 
forwarded a letter f;o Clerk from the Secretary at Agra in which the 
Ide-itenant-Goveriior sanctioned the annexation. 


About three years later, Clerk again wrote to Metcalfe about 
Lashkar Khan Ki Serai He said that he had been pressed by the 
Raja of Patiala, to bring to the notice of Government once again 
the subject of the e.^tate. He also forwarded the copies of correspond 
dence since its escheat. As already mentioned, for the escheat being 
relinquished to Patiala, the Raja had proposed to build a bridge over 
the Ghfiggar where it intersected the high military road from K’^rnal to 
Ludhirna. Clerk went on to say that Ochterlony had been in favour of 
constructing such a bridge but the fstimate. about Rs. 40.00rr caused the 
scheme to be abandoned. He, therefore, recommended that the Serai 


should be given o Patiala on his promising to build the bridge but 
wantei Government to stipulate that the Raj i could not levy any dutv 
in the ceded territory. Of course, in t he village of Dudia, the Raja 
had no pretensions, 

Metcalfe wrote back^ to say that Clerk should furnish him with 
copies of letters subsequent to Fraser's letter of August 6, 1834, before 
getting the orders of Government. 


Metcalfe fco Clerk, July 1, 1835, B. N. 36, L. ri. 32. 

Scott to Metcalfe, June 24, 1835, B. N. 35, p. 281, 

Fraser had addressed a letter to Macnaghten in which he had pointed out 
why he had recommended the annexation of the lapsed share in Lashkar Khan. 
H© said that the place was situated on the great North- West military road 
which should be brought as far as possible under the direct control of Govern- 
ment. Moreover, the sale of the estate to Patiala would be an act of injustice 
to about five hundred families who desired to live under the British control. 

■Fraser to Clerk, March 3, 1834, B.'N, 34, Xi. H. 2. 

Fraser to Macnaghten, March 1, 1834, B. H* 34> p. 63, 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 1838, B, K.-83, N.82, . ''"-A' 

” Metcalf^ tf Clerk, Septeipber I?# 6I» _ ■ 


question was settled finally in March 1839, Metcalfe 
forwarded a letter from Maddock in which the Governor-General declined 
acceding to the application of the Baja of Patiala to make over to him 
the rights of the British Government in Lashkar Khan Ki Serai. His 
Lordsh p pointed out that the Couit of Directors would disapprove of the 
proposal In regard to constructing a bridge across the Gh ggar, the 
Govtjrnor-General declared that Government was not prepared to pay 
the whole of the expense of a work which would be done in the name of 
the Raja of Patiala and that if he so desired, he could build it at his 
own expense.^ 

3. British Government and the Raja of SIrmiir or Mahan. 

It was in October 1831^; that Clerk addressed a letter to Prinsep 
on the subject of certain r^^quests made to the Governor-General by the 
Raja of Sirmur 3 Talking of the two parganas of Jausar and Bhawar^ 
which had been occupied in 181 o after the Gurkha war by the British, 
Clerk could not understand the motive of retaining them. It did not 
appear that consideration of military nature was the inducement, as no 
British posts were stationed any where in those parganas including the 
Kiarda valley. The revenue from these tracts amounted to about 
Rs. 13,000 p r annum. It had also been stated that all or port of these 
distri ts would be restored to the ruler at his attaining the age of 
discretion. If that was the case, Clerk was ready to believe that these 
districts migbt have been retained in lieu of tribute which could not 
have been so punctually realized from Sirmur, on account of its ruler's 
minority and the disordered state of the country.^ 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 21, 1838, B. K. 39, L. N. 13. 

Haddock to Metcalfe. March 20, 1839, B. N. 39, p. 145. 

2. Clerk to Brinaep, Ocfeober 10, 1831, B, N, 77, L. N. 90. 

3. The Govemor*>Gen©ral bad asked Clerk to report effioially the KahaB !Kaja*8 

offer to take the Kiarda valley and also to give a history of its management. 
(B. K. 31,L. N. 42). For earlier correspondence see;— B, N. IS, L. K. 193, 

5 B.-H, 21,-14. N. 27. LL. and ISO, B*. N. 17,/U N- HI, B. 27, 

X*. N. 65. 

The Supreme (^ovprnmeat. ^as .noJj anjcious to,, <ir^sfer either the 
parganaa or the valley. Later oa, it changed its view as far as the latter ws 

concerned. ' y'' 

Ctok to PriMop, Ootolw 10,1831, UK. 80. 
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The ruler, being of age, was willing to offer a ‘nazraiia' for the 
restoration of these that if the' Raja were willing 

to offer an annual or fixed tribute, his request should not be considered 
uiireasonable.^ But the 'Sanad* re«ttoring a portion of the old . Sirihur 
S^ate to the Rqa did not Warrant ony such implication. On the 
contrary, it decUred, after detailing the several placeSj, which had been 
separated from the statf^, th'-^t he Rqa was never even to desire '' to 
r cover them. Clerk felt that it was from motives of humanity perhaps 
that Government did not like the people of the Piirganas to be given 
back to the rule of the Nahan Raja. According to him, the happiness 
and prosperity of the people of Jausar and Bhawar seemed to be 
incumbent on the Brit hh Government, as they had been very loyal in 
the days of the Gurkha War ^ But this consideration cculd not he 


1. Oierk raferred to a d?. 4patoh of July 27, IS15, which ooiitamed a recommeuda. 
tiou favourable to such a proposal in the following words 

that in the fact if at any time during the minority or his attaining 

the age of maturity, the care and aUention ot the controlling administration 
should have enabled them bo raise or command the sum of two lakhs of rupees, 
the payment of that sum towards the Uq|tidation of the great expense incurred 
in effecting the restoration of the family without the slightest exertion or 
contribution of any kind on their part should be considered bo exempt them 
from all future tribute whatever”. 

2. Oierk quoted an extract from the Chief Secretary to Government, dated May 

**The people of this district acted with more zeal and spirit and apparent 
sincerity against the Gurkhas than almost any other class of persons in that 
quarter. On this account, it will be proper to secure to them the enjoyment 
of ail their just rights and privileges and a stipulation to this effect should be 
entered into with the Government of the pymur in their favour*% 
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applicable to the retention of the Kiardadun where e mpara lively there 
were' fewer inhabitants to transfer.^' Unfortunately the itiler :was';: not^ ^ 
prepan-d to accept Kiardadnn alone ; he wanted Jausar and , Bhawar 
also. It depended on Government whether these districts should be 
ceded or not ; if were given back, the danger was that the}^ might 
be again abandoned and reduced to utter desolation. Moreover, the 
con traction of a new road through the valley had rendered it more 
fr. qiien ted by travellers and merchants.^ 

Raja Fateh Parkash also laid claim to the following territorits®;— 


1, Clerk to Prinsep, October 10, 1831, B.N. 77, L K. SO. 

Clerk also traced the early history of these districts. He said that cnee 
t ese districts yielded about Rs. 40,000 a year and comprised 80 villages. They 
were laid waste by Najib Khan, one of the ministers of Shah Aiam and revenue 

fell to about Rs 2,000 per annum. The Sikhs also plundered these dietriots ; 
in 1808 <Sanibat 1865), the Gurkhas occupied it. After the defeat of the 
Gurkhas in 1815, these tracts came to be occupied by the British Government. 
Till 1S24, they were farmed outi to the Raja of Sirmur when Murray reported 
that in consequence of the Raja's oppression, the valley had deteriorated 
greatly and the population had dhcr^ased. He had resumed the tracts on 
behalf of the Biritish Government. Earlier also Birch had declared himself in 
favour of retraining Kiardadun. The Kiarda valley was described by Clerk, 
as being a beautiful and fertile valley'— 22 miles lo.ig and about 3 miles wide, 
yielding every kind of grain. 

2. Clerk pointed out that no improvement bad resulted even from British rule, 
although Government had imposed light taxation and abolished the customs* 
duties. Fever and other diseases were prevalent, making the hill unhealthy. 

Clerk to Prinsep, October 10, B.N, 77, L.N, 90. 
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(a) Jubbai It had formerly belonged to the Raja of Sirmrir 
and under the Gurkhas paid a revenue of Rs. 15 000 a year. By the 
orders of Government dated March 7, 1815, the Chiefs of Jubbal were 
promised that their independence wjuld be guaranteed if they exerted 
themse ves ag iinst the Giirkh ss. As th-y had done their best to aid 
the British, this promise was directed to be performed by the instructio;.s 
of May 2-^, 18I5« But the Thakur of Jubbal requesied to be placed 
under the over-lordship of Sirniur, The idea was that the disorganized 
and reduced means of S rmur would render the supremacy of that power 
merely nomiaal. Even after the s ^paradon of Jubbal, the Thakurs had 
p rsisted in affirming their allegiance to Sirmur, That was why 
Oc.hterlony had recommended it ; Goveranient had agreed but the 
proposal hadjnot been carried into effect as later on Ochterlony became 
dis-satisfied with the conduct of the Regency at Sirmur^ and so refused 
to sanction the measure. Clerk suggested tlirat the disposition of the 
Thakur of Jubbal towards Sirmur should be ascerbMaed and if no 
obst'icles to the renewal of such allegiance could arise from any engage- 
ments that might have been contracted between Jubbal and the British 
Government, the Governor-General might see no objection in entertain- 
ing the proposal of the Raja of Sirmur. 

(5) Uraj or Utraj. The independence of this tract had been 
recignized on consideration similar to that of Jubbal. Originally 
belonging to Sirmur, the zamindars or Thakurs were given independent 
possession by Government by instructions of June 11, 1885. If the 

Thakur of Jubbal expressed a desire to own allegiance, to Sirmur to 
hinge on the fealty of Utraj to himself, the arrangement could not take 
effect without the full consent of Utraj. 


1. the Raja was a minor whoa hia father died , he was iavestod with full powers 
only in 18^7- 





[1332 ] 


(d) Eamiafli. Tha Sira^it B-ij.-a- . 'claitns d the allegiance; of the 
Ramgarhias on the plea of their having formerly held the Taaliiq as a 
Chief of Sirmur. They had availed themseives of the misfortunes of the 
Raja's father to rebel and assert their independence. 

{d) Faadar. The Raj ^ requested that it might be ceded to him 
as it had belonged to his ancestors. Clerk added that under Ochterlony's 
orders, it had been ceded to Keonthal. 

{e) Morni. It formerly belonged to the state of Sirmur bu- had 
been given r.o the Mir of Kotahi by Government.^ 

if) Fiajor, The Raja said that the iiaqa had been given by 
this father lo his powerful friend and ally, the Raja of Patiala " to 
preserve for him. 

(g) Humer and Gaajari. These wer? also claimed by the Raja, 
but Clerk wrote that they had been given to the state of Keonthal, and 
that there was a copy of such a ' Sanad ' in the Agency Office. 

Clerk c mmented on the claims of the Raja, ^lbout Ram^^arh, 
Government- had rejccte.i the claim of Sirmur as Maldeo and Narain 
Das had occupied it long before Meicaife's nmsion. Piindar had been 
annexed to Keonthal, although ther^ waS no record in the Agency j 
Humer and Ganjri had ai^o been ceded to K-ontiial ; in regard to the 
Iiaqa of Morui, it had been restored to Syed Jafar, the representative of 
the Mussaiman family wiiich formeriy possessed it. As fa; as Pinjor was 
concerned, it migh. have been lost in the way described by Raja Fateh 
Parkash. Raja Sahib Singh of Patiala obtained the permission of Louis 


L Mir Jaffar UUah Khaaof Kobahi liH,i b^exi ojiifirmsd in ifcs **as a 

mark of favourabio opmiott’’ which the BribMi Govdran had formed of his 
conduct during the Gurkha War 77, L H. 95). 


Burgoyne in appropriating it in 180i. However, that might have been, 
Pinjor passed to the Raja of Patiala who had been long in possession of 
it when the Cis Sutlej Chiefs were taken under the British protection in 
1809,' and .so Patiala’s claim could not be questioned 

Prinsep replied in a letter dated November 12, 183i.® . The 
Supreme Gov, rnment was no - in f .vour of restoring Jaus-m and Bhawar 
to the Sirmur State. As Prinsep remarked; “His Lordship can ct 
recognise the validity of the claim preferred: by the Raja on the ground 

uf th? recommendation of Sir David Ochterlony On the contrary, 

tup. claims e..t-,blished by those who -.'.ave held or acquire i interest on the 
two Pii garia- pending a direct raanageinent by Tlie ofheers <.f the Govern- 
ment for sixteen years a-e opposed to any present cession or transfer 
and Ids Lordship is compelled to decline encouraging the Raja’s applica- 
tion ” It was also noted by Gavernmeiit that the Raja tvas not unxious 
to have the Kkrda valley without Jausar and Bhawar, meanwhil-,- Clerk 
was directed to re-establish the transit-duties and adopt other mea s for 
the improvement of the valley. 

In regard to the claims preferred by the Raja to the tenitory 
granted to o ^otherwise in the possession cf other Chiefs, Government 
refused to recognise them ; as far as Jubbal was concerned . if its Chief 
petitioned to be placed under Sirmur . Government was prepared to 
comply wi'h such an application ; this, as Goven.ramt poin.ed out, 
would i .i no way comprehend. Utraj, of which toe independence had been 

faliy recognised.® 


2. Prinsc-p to Clerk, Noirember 13, 1831, B.H, 31, L,N. 91. 

The Govemor-Geaeral wanted that the Valley should be giveu ou a long 
lease -‘ou easy terms to aoy psrsou of property who may be iuoUned, to, seotle 
audlayouthapitel on the trdbf’. But no such person appeared to come 


In August 1832,^ Clerk addressed a letter to Macn=^ghten about 
ihe two Parganas and Kiardadun The Raja of Sirmiir made an offer 
about the districts ; he was prepared to pay a nazrana * of Rs. 175,000 
for Jausar and Bhiwar, and .Rs. -.50,000 for Kiarda- Valley. Clerk 
recommended the Supreme Government to accept the offer as the tracts 
w^ere not remunerative. 

However, Government agreed to the c^s^^ion of Kiardadun only. 
Fraser sent a letter of the Secretary, Government of India, which 
authorised Clerk to transfer the Kiardadun in full and perpetual 
s >vereignty '' to the Raja of Nahan upon payment by the Chief into 
Ambala treasury of Rs. 53,000.^ Clerk in a letter of Februar}' 14, 
1833, forwarded a letter of the ruler requesting to be furnished with a 


b Clerk to Macnaghten, August 14, 1832, B.N. 78, L*N. 51. 


Clerk sent the letter of Sirmur Chief of August 12, 1832 in which the 
letter had mad"* the offer and also a letter of Oohterlony dated October 13, 
1816, offering tidvice to the then ruler (B.H. 78, p. 


2. Fraser to Clerk, 


■ Oc ' ober ' 24, iSSS, : B 32v ■ 


Macnaghtea to ifmser ,, 10, ,, 

Clerk to Maonaghten, August 14, ,, 

Birmui to Clerk, August 14, ,, ,, 

Oohterlony to Sirmur Deo : 13, 1816, „ 

Maonaghten to S win ton* Aug: 20, 1832, , , 
Swinton to Maonaghten, Sep: H, „ ,, 

Trevelyan to Swinton, Augs 22, 
Trevelyan to Clerk, 


; '■ ■»# 


p. 348. 
p» 349-50. 
p. 350-52. 
p. 352, 

■;:pv 36B-54.,' 
p 355. 

(Coniinued on next , page) 
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' Sanad ' conferring the valley on him and liis heirs in perpetuity.^ So 
Kiardadun passed to Fateh Parkash. 

Though Government of India turned down the proposal of the 
Raja of Nah?in as far as the Patganas of Jaucaar and Bhawar were 
concerned, still he cherished a fond hope of recovering them. As late as 
April 1844, we discover a letter of Bichmond, the Political Ag* nt, in 
place of Clerk, to Thornton, Secretary, North-West Provinces in w ich he 
forwarded the request of the Raja of Nahan to recover the two Parganas 
for which he was ready to pay a ‘ nazraaa ' of three lakhs of rupeesA 


[Continued from page ZM) 

Trevelyan wrote to Swinton that, as no person had come forward to 
take the Kiarda Valley on lease, the Governor- General was inolined to accept 
the Raja’s offer. As the Raja was in a position to undertake the task of 
clearing and culti "ating the valley, it was being offered to him ; moreover, 
the large ‘nazrana’ offered by him amounting to 50 years purchase, afforded 
an earnest of the value whiah he attached to the possession. 


He observed to Clerk : think this will do for Fateh Parkash 

you had better tell him that he will now have a fine opportunity 

for showing his talents in <Abadi’ and ‘Parwarish’ of the *Eiaya* 

and if h-e distinguished himself in restoring the Kiardadun, it will form a 
strong ground of claim to get back his other possessions and if he fails in the 
Dun, be has no chance of gating the others back. This will really he an useful 
object for the liaj i to ex pend his aoeummala*ted boards upon % 

L Clerk -to Praser, February 14, 1S3S, B.N. 79% , p 

2 Richmond to Thornton, April 9, 1844, B.N. 88, L.H. 126» 

Richmond wrote to Erakihe that financial considerations had had some 
influence in the surrender of Kiardadun to the Raja as he had offered Rs.SO.OOO 
for a tract of land yielding only Bs, 1,000 a year^ while lie was offering only 
fwo lakhs rupees for districts' 20,000' a year. Another: eohiadffra- 
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(4) The British Gevarment versus the Kanjpura Chief and the Kheri 

Sikhs. 

The village of Singhawa in Karnal partly belonged to the Sikhs 
and parily to the Nawab of Snnjaura. The British liad appropriftted the 

.KuEjpara' Siaghaw^i:^ arid so'-ithe- 'Nawabs ' had been ■ trying, to 
have it. back. Murray had written to the Re ident at Delhi th t the 
resunipti >a of ilie Pathan moiety of Siaghawa appeared to have be..*ri a 
mistake and so it shoukl be restored to Ghuiam Ail Khan of Kunjpura 
with the rents which bad been collected ^ A few months later he again 
addressed the Resident on the same subject.® 

Clerk took up the question in January 1832, when a reference was 
made to him by Goverment 'on the subject of the mistake supposed to 
have been made in the resumption of half of the village \ inghawa, 
Pargana Karnal, belonging to the late Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan of 


{iSontimied from pyge SSo) 

tion the improvement in the Kiarda Valley and the Raja had to show thi? 
the Valley had reslly prospered. According to him, if he were to offer eithert 
a. hieicqer ‘nny-rfina" or a larger tribute. Government would be prepared to lipten 
fBvenr hly to his wishes. Unfortunately. Richmond proved to be over- 
rnnnune, as hisi'ite rf the offer of inerensod ^nassrana’ and the improvement 
in the Khard-i valley as borne out by Erskine, Government finally r3fused the 
Raja’s request altbou'.;h **hopes appear to have been held out to him that aii 
the retained districts might hereafter be restor^rd to the family’h 



Kunjpiira'"^ Clerk quoted a letter of the late Nawab, addressed to Birch 
in 1818, in which it had been stated that Siaghawa for ages formed a pait 
of the ancestral possessions of the Kunjpara family. When the Sikhs 
attacked Karnal, his ancestor were compelled to confer * 'half of its 
produce, without a ly jurisdiction oa the fa-iher of Man Singh, ^ in the way 
of Chanth or Black-mail". This alie lated portion of Singhawa belonging 
to the Sikhs was attached by Fraser in i8l o a:^ he considered Man Singh 
a dependent of Gurdit Singh of La Iwa. Three other villages —Rainba, 
Dharar and Randal —had also b en attached but were restored to the 
Ladwa sardar soon after. So Clerk asserted that not only the Nawab’s 
moiety should be restored to him but a^so the portion of the Sikhs, 
in the village b > given back to the Sikhs. Clerk in this connection 
referred to a letter of Ghulam Ali Khan of Kunjpura. 

It was in August 1835 that Metcalfe f rwarded a letter from 
the Secretary at Agra in which the Lieutenant— G wernor considered 
the Chief of Kunj pura to have a right to the restoratiun of the moiety 
since the date, of its attachment*^ 


1* Clerk to Marf.io, January 8, 1832, B.K, 78. L,N. 2. 

The reference was made by Swinton to Martin who, in turn, wrote to 
Clerk. Swinton observe i that seven villages in Fargana Karnal had been given 
as a life grant to B^-hadur Jang Khan but no mention had been made of 
Singhawa or any h If of Singhawa and that the Vice-President was not aware 
how one-half of the village was resumed by Government in 1816 and how the 
other half came to be in the Nawab’s possession. According to him, more 
inquiry was n^^eded as to why it was supposed to be an hereditary possession 
not lesumable oa the death of Bahadur Jang Khan, He added for Martin’s 
information that Colebrooke in 1828 had reported the attachment of 7 1/2 
villages in consequence of the death of the Nawab, who had held a life interest 
in them : Martin to Clerk, December 30, 1831, B.N. 31, D.N. 106. 

Swinton to Martin, October 14,. 1831/ B.N. 31, p. 166-66. 

2.,,^ th©jfiikhelainoiant*-.;,. c%, . ' ' l-.v 

3, Motoalf©" to Clerk, Augusi 26. mi, mM. iLM it , / ' ’ • ^ ^ ^ ' 



Clerk then took lip the question of restoring the other half 
of Singhawa to the original Sikh owners. In June 1838,^ he informed 
.Metcalfe that the other moiety -of ■ village belonged to the ' .Sikhs-' of 
Kheri bnt bad been long in possession of Government. Tracing its 
early history he said that it, in entirety belonged to the Nawah.ol 
Kunjpura until 1763, when ( soon after the Sikh conquest of the 
tenitory lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna ) half of it was 
wrested by the ancestors of the present Sikhs of Kheri. It remained 
in their possession till 1818 when it was taken by Goverment under 
Fraser^s order ogether with the three villages of Gurdit Singh Ladwa, 
However, the moiety of Singhawa in the posses-ion of the Naw^abs 
of Kunjpura had not been claimed by Government as it was believed 
to have been included in Lord Lake’s life— grant of 7 Karnal 
villages to Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan. Accordingly, at the Nawab’s 
death in 1828, Fraser took possession of his share also. Thus the 
whole of the village came in the possession of Goverment. The 
Kunjp ra moiety was restored to the Nawab on his having proved that 
it was erroneously included in Lord Lakes grant, but the Sikh moiety 
remained with Government. 

As remarked earlier, the three villages, taken from the Ladwa 
Sarda”, were given back to him in 1818, on his appealing to Government 
against Fraser’s proceedings. But his claim did not include the other 

1. Clerk to MetoaHe, June 12, 1838. B.N. 83, L.N. 67. 

Metcalfe gave a brief resume of the case of the Sikhs to Government: 
Sinohawa belonged to the Kunjpura Chiefs but during the Sikh, anarchy, Nawab 
Babonat Ail Khan was compelled to admit Dharmu Singh to a naoiety of the 
estate. It was held in joint tenure until 1816 when the Sikh portion was 
resumed with the three villages of Dharar, Rumba and Randal on the death 
of Gurdit Singh of Ladwa. This was under an erroneous impression. In 181*, 
the three villages were released but half of Singhawa continued in the possession 
of the British Government. In 1818, Man Singh, son of Dharmu Singh, presented 
a petition claiming the moiety. Nawab Rahmat Khan acknowledged the 
justness of the claim but afterwards Man Singh did not press the claim. The 
latter died in 182 L 2*2 leaving two' sonsj', the eldest Fateh’ Singh’ presented sk" 
petition on March 5, 1838, praying 'to. fee restored to his father’s share. 
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half of Singhawa, which Fraser had attached at the same time. The 
, Kheri Sikhs were poor and when the Ladwa Chief only agreed to help 

them in th fir appeal on the condition that they should bind ih-mselves 
in a written engagement in vassalage to him, they jpurned the off-'r and 
seemed to have nev jr taken any step to recover their share in the village. 
Bat they had presented a petition to Birch in 1818 declaring that their 
ancestors had obtained the moiety from the Nawabs of Kunjpura about 
fifty years earlier. Somehow or other, as Clerk pointed out, there was 
no investigation of their claims ; nor did they present any other petition 
dll very lately,^ 

f 'd' ■ ' ■■ ■ ■ , ■ ' ■ ■ . ' ■ - 

j Clerk added that even the Chief of Kunjpura did not claim to 

! recover this moiety of Singhawa although it once belonged to his 

' ancestors. However, he was de.drous that he should be permitted to 

i exercise jurisdiction over it. Bat the testimony of the parties and 

i documents contradicted the Nawab’s assertion that his ancestors, in 

I surrendering to the Sikhs the revenues of half of their villages, did not 

[ T> linquish their jurisdiction over it. 

1 :::' ' ' ■ ' : 

I The decision of Government was a foregone conclusion. Metcalfe 

j C mveyed it in two letters, dated June 26,® and July 23,® 1838. The 

I Sikh moiety vvas to be restored to Sardar Fateh Singh ; Clerk was 

■I ■ '■ ■■ ■■ ■ ' ' ■ ' ' ' '■ ''■■■.■ . 

i 1. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 12, 1838, B N. 83, L.N. 67. 

y 2. ' -Metcalfe to :01erk, June 20, 

Torrens to Metcalfe. June 16, 1838, B.N. 38, p. 179-80. 

} Xorrens observed : would appear that the right to the moiety 

of the above Mauza, not held by the Nawab oc Kunjpura is as immediately 
vested in Sikhs of Kheri as is the right to the remaining half in the ISTawab’s 

family’% 

Metcalfe also forwarded a copy of a letter of the GoUeotor of Fanipat 
( (B.N. 38, p. 204, July 19, 1838). 

i Qjj September 14, 1838, Metoalfe suggested thas the Collector of Panipat 

r jjg to disoontinuo «U intorferonoe with, the PoKoc of the Mauta 

I , (B-S. 88, It-N. «0). 





instructed to depute an agent on behalf of the Sardar to the Collector 
of Paripat to receive charge of half of Singhawa now in possession of 
Government but originally belongi g to his ancestors/' lathe second 
letter, Clerk was ask d to arrange the partition in conjunction with the 

Chif f ni Kunjpura. Thus the whole of Singh<iwa was returned half 

to the Kunjpura Chief and the other half to th Sikhs of Kheri. 

: / ; ; 5. ' "Tlie British Goverament versus Ghulam -Mahi Khan ani lizam: 
All Khan 

In August 1834, Clerk reported to Fraser that he was unable to 
make any settlement of the villages of Gehar and Churpura altogether 
satisfactory to Gniam Nabi Khan and Nizam Ali Khan two brothers 
... who were co-parceners therein with the British Government.^ 

The desire of the Khans was to retain, if possible, exclusive 
management of the villages, paying yearly to Government one half of 
the revenues. But this arrangement was not calculated to benefit the 
villag' s ; the zamindars were very averse to r -linqiiishing hopes of obtain- 
ing Government's protection, which under the management proposed by 
the Khans, could not be effectually extended to them Frasser did not 
agree with Clerk's proposal and observed in reply : The best mode 
would be to divide the lands and assess our share or to farm it to Nizam 
Ali Khan and Gulcuxi Ali Khan for fixed sums. We have n - right .. to 
deprive them of their authority or management over their uwn shares,- 

In October 183.1,® Clerk addressed Metcalfe the new Agent at 
Delhi, on the same subject. He wrote how Fraser had recommended 

1. Clerk to Fraser, August 22, 1834, B N. 80, 136. 

Im moiety had lapsed to the British with the Thanesar Ohiefship m 183^ 

2. Fraser to Clerk, September 2, 1834, B.'N. 34, p* 376.’ 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, October ’24, 1836,'. B-H.' 81, 122 » 



that the lands of the villages of Gehar and Churpur should be divided 
between Government and Gh lam Nabi Kh^m and his brother Nizam Ali 
Khan, and Government's share should be assess-d or that it should be 
framed to the two brothers. 

Clerk had visited the villages, with a view to asce^^aining their 
capacities. The zamind-irs and other people of Gehar did not want to 
give up the British protection and were so clamon »us in their protest- 
ations that he had mentioned his apprehensions to Fraser, when he had 
met him subsequently. Fraser sent forGhulam Nabi Khan, to whom the 
moiety of Gehar belonged and directed Clerk to endeavour to assess 
Rs. 6,000 p^r annum on the village, Ghulam Nabi Khan was to be given 
Rs 4,000 per annum and in consideration of so large a revenue to 
relinquish his authority in that village. Clerk knew how much the 
public welfare of Gehar depended on the exclusion of Gulam Nabi Khan, 
under whose authority it was rapidly becoming desert d. Therefore he 
was at Considerable pains to fulfill Fraser's project.^ Although' he was 
assisted by the real good will of the zainindara, who were appiehensive of 
losii.g the Bridsh protection, he found that the village could not vield 
more than Rs. 5,000 a year. On these terms he concluded the settlement 
for five years, thinking that it was more advantageous to Brit sh Govern- 
ment to realise only Rs. 1,000, paying the remainder to Ghulam Nabi 
Khui arid trusting to the prospective advantages of recalling the migrat- 
ed zamindars than to devolve it entirely on him. Ciera assured Metcalfe 
that he was not disputing the right of Ghulam Nabi Khan in Gehar but 
was trying to purchase that right with his goodwill. 

With regard to Churpura, Nizam Ali Kh;ia was earnestly trying 
to remove the difficulty in the way of deterioradoa of the Brtish portion 


1 Clerk to Metcalfe, B K. i 
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of the village. Clerk stated that Nizam Ali Khan had never made him- 
self obnoxious to the peasants. He, therefore, recommended that the 
'whole of the village might be given to him and the British GovernmenI 
should receive from him a perpetual fixed rent f r its moiet}^ of the 
vi lage J 

Metcalfe replied : *‘..*...if Ghulam Nabi Khan will voluntarily 
resign to us the management of his share of Gehj r tii tiv’ terms 
recommended by you, I consider the arrangement to be most d sirabh^ 
and you are accordingly authorised to conclude an engagement 

The only difficulty I foresee is that Ghulam Nabi Khan may 
object to resign his right, if the younger b other continues in the 
possession of his but this you do not appear to apprehend 

With reference to Churpura, I am of opi ion that a settlement 
should be made of Government share with the zamindars according to 
the rate of assesment fixed for Gehar/'® 

In February 1836,3 Clerk informed Metcalfe that Ghulam Nabi 
Khan was v^illing to comply with the terms proposed for his share in 
Gehar. Thus Churpura was to be managed by Nizam Ali Khan while 
Gebar was to be under British management 


L Clerk to Metcalfe, October 24, 1835, B.N. 81, 12S. 

2* Metcalfe to Clerk, Novaoaber 2, 1835, B.K. 35, p* 603*04. 
3^ . Clerk to MetoaU\ Fabraary 21, 1836, 81* 
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Govermaent aad BUaspar. ' ; 

Clerk's «genc 3 ^ sa w an inti resting development in the affairs ol 
the sta e of Kahlur or Bilaspur,^ Its ruler, Raja Kharak Chand, was 
the son of Mahan Chand, and had ruled since 1824.^ His reign was 
perhaps the worst in the annals of the state. 

In July 1838,^ Clerk reported to Metcalfe the s^ury state of 
affairs in Bilaspur, where the Raja was surrounded by the same descrip 
tion of disreputable cc urtiers and starving soldiers as Murray had found 


1. Kahlur was the earlier name of the abate ; the new ua^ae ot Bilagpur 
adopted when the capital was transferred from Kot*Kahlur to Bilaspur— 
Hutchinson and Vogel— “History of the Punjab Hill States, VoL II, page 494’*. 

2. Kharak Chand was born in 1813 ; the astrologers had predicted that, being 
born under an unlucky star, he would bring calamity to the state— a prediction 
fuiy fulfilled. Mahan Chand was forbidden to see him for twelve years. He 
was sent to a distant place but was recalled in 18:^3, two years before the 
appointed time. The death of Mahan Chand in 1824 was attributed to his non- 
compliance w ith the terms of the warning of the astrologers, (ibid, p. 507-08) 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 6, 1838, B.N* 83, li.N, 72. 

' Clerk was asked to visit Bilaspur by the Rajas ot Halagarh and !Nahan 
in order to allay the dissensions prevailing between the Raja and his nobles 



in 1828.^ Glerl; :had vis^^ the state dn 1832 md the; passage of :Sfx: 
years had brought bo change in the state of affairs ther or in the Raja's 
habits Since the death of his abh wazir, Sansarii, in 1832, the 
adminis^rationof the state had very seriously deteriorated. Clerk gave 
a number of instances of the Raja's Utter neglect or disregard of the 
obligation of the state t- wards the British Governm-nt ; Ranjit Singh, 
too, accused him of * oppressive ' conduct.* 

For improving the s ate of affairs in Bih. spur, Clerk advised 
Raja Kharak Chand to have Bishan Singh, the son of Sal?s^ ru, as his 
minister, and tried to leconcile him with his kinsmen. Kharak Chand 
promised to follow this advice. Clerk, however, thought that a British 
Officer would have to be appointed to supervise the administration of 


1. Murray had be©u authorised to go to Bilaspur with three companies of 1st 
Nasiri BatalUon in order to qaell a disturbance there ; Government also asked 
him to submit proposals for the future government of the state. 

B N. 27, LL.jSr. 206 and 215, August 27, and September 4, 1827. 

B.M. 27, L.N. 234, September .24, 1827. 

In a letter of November 3, 1827, Murray described how he visited Bilas- 
pur, where he found a considerable body of mercenaries, who wer^ discharged 
by him. Ha reinstated Mian Miri and Sansaru in authority. According to 
him the Baja continued his puerile amusements** but Murray severeiy 
admonished him and he promised to improve bus behaviour. (B.N. 74, L.N. 
183). The visit came in 1827 and not in 1828, as asserted by Clerk, 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 5, 1838, B.N. 83,: L,N. -72. ’’ 

In 1835, WTade had forwarded a letter of Kanjit Singh complaining of the 
reckless and oppressive conduct of Baja Kharak Chand. 

(B.N. 102, L.N. 47, August 2 , 1836) 



ism 


tlte state^at^d ^kee|>;.an eye •on 'the^Eala-^ According : to-' .:Glerkv: "a tew : 
months more were to show whether the Raja had sense enough to avert 
such an interference. Government might desire to abstain from soch an 
interference but Clerk believed that such an acti n would improve the 
entire administration and in his support quoted the instance of Nahm 
which afforded a gratifying example of the effects of such temporary 
.superintendence.,. 

Talking of the Raja’s Tians-Sutlej territory, Clerk estimated its 
annual leventie at about » O.OCO, and his tribute to Maharaja Ranjit Sirgli 
at Rs. 6,000. If the Maharaja, irritated by R' ja Kharak Chand’s evasion 
and delay of payment, were to possess himself of that territory, the 
British could not interfere. But the Maharaja had shown much forbe- 
arance [ui der C( nsiden hU prcvocatior, doubtless in a great measure cut 
of respect to the Raj a’s connection with the British Government. The 
Maharaja would not eject Kharak Chand as long as he paid the tribute 
and although Government wavS not prepared to interpose its authority to 
recover the Raja’s Trans-Sutlej territory, yet Clerk always urged the 
the regular payment of tribute to Lahore. Clerk, talking of future, 
wrote that the time might come when it might prove a source of satisfac- 
tion to Government that the Trans-Sutlej Bilaspur territory continued in 
the possession ef Kharak Chand, its dependent.* 

The life led by the Raja was so dissolute that one of his wives. 
Rani Sirmur, lodged a complaint against him. Commenting,* Clerk 


f L Clerk to Metcalf©, Jiily li; 1888, B. H, 83, L. 72. 

But th© Supreme ' Government was 'Averse’ to tke , appointment . of a 
Enropean offfcer^ an4 wanted Clerk to warn, tlie Baja of _ the aerione conaot' 
quences of hia misrule. (Metcalfe to Clerk, B K. 38, L. N. 46, August 16, 1888, 
and Maenaii^4o.,.M©t|mlle, August tt, 

ft »» Aupsl#^ ,t 
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observed that she had beeB complaining of his drankenness, bnt in this 
matter, Government could not help her. However, it would intervene 
and pull hfm up, if he tried to touch her Jagir. 

As it happened, the days of Raja Kharak Chand were numbered. 
He died on March 29, 1839, at Bilaspur, leaving three widows, two of 
whom were r^ady to become ‘Satis' but were dissuaded by Clerk who- 
promised them a liberal maintenance,^ As there was no child, Clerk recom 
me nded the claims of one Mian Jungi, who was the late Raja's nearest 
collateral and whose character held out a great promise of happiness for 
the lonsj oppressed country,^ The Raja of Nahan was thinking of press- 
ing the claims of his sister, one of the Raja's widows; but Clerk considered 
her claim inadmissiable as had no child ® 

In November 1839, Metcalfe made a reference to Clerk of a 
petition of the wid of R^i fa Kharak Chand, addressed to Maddockj in 

which it was asserted that a son had been born to the late Raja's 
youngest widow on November 4, and that the child should be given his 


1. Clerk to Haddock, April 15, 1838, B. N. 83, L, N. 112* 


2. The claims of Mian Jnngi were accepted by the Supreme Government as he and 
Kharak Chand were descended from Raja Ajmer Chand; be became the Raja 
with the title of J agat Chand, The new ruler was msfeailed at Bilaspur after 
about two months of the death of Kharak Chand, 




Mcestral stated. The widow, was oaeof the ' two sisters - of the;Ra|a.. 0f 
Nahan.' To this Clerk replied:*- ' ' 

beg leave to state that the presumption under any 
circumstances would have be eh that the child now alleged to have been 
born to Raja Kharak Chand, sevea months after his death, is spurious 
because ke had been for years pa^t reduced to a miserable state 
of imbecility, that the constant complaints to me of Raja Fateh Parkash, 
the brother of his wives, was the degralation they endured in the entire 
neglect of their husband's and the hopelessness of the Raj being 
perpetuated. But that presump* ion is still stronger under which the 

child has been produced namely after the withdrawal by the 

Naban Raja of his sister from her husband’s country and her seclusion 
from communication with Bilaspur in a village in his own mountains*’ 
Clerk atlded that throughout the state the rumour of the birth of a son 
was regarded as a palpable fra.ud, especially by R; ja Ram Saran of 
Nalagarh, whose country lay contiguous to it and who was descended 
with the Bilaspur Chiefs from a icochnton ancestor- He had entreated 
Clerk to discountenance its authors although there was gre ^t friendship 
between him and the Raja of Nahan. Moreover, the relations of the 
Nahan Chief with the new Baja, Jagat Chand, were anything but friendly 
The Nahan Raja wanted an addition to the Jagirs enjoyed by bis sisters 
to which Jagat Chand had not agreed. He had forwarded to Clerk a 
written engagement never to resume what they then possessed. Clerk 
had sent a copy to the Raja of Nahan remarking that his sisters would 
never be in want but this had failed to fiau:^fy him. He surrounded 
the residence of his sisters, with his armed followers and carried them 
off into his own territory. Further, he sent a vakil to Simla on the part 


1', Metcalf© to Clerk, November 23, 1833, B. N, 33, Jj. N 53, and Petitiort of 
, itanisSirmur.to.Maddook, B, N* 33, P. 588 — 83 (November 1833 

In the petition, the youngest wife of Kharak Chand wag said to be pregn» 
ant. The Ranis had tried to notify the fact to Oierk-at ieaat that was what 
they alleged. ■' 

!• Clerk to Metealfe, December 18, 1833, B# N* 88^ N. 
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of Ms elder sister to prefer her; cMm.--as to -the Raj,-, .but 
the man had been dismissed. Then he sent an sgent to Clerk to convey 
to him' that Mian Sher Singh, a scion of another collateral branch, had 
a better claim than Mian Jnngi. This scheme also failed to achie ve any 
■snccess '.Then he'gave out that his younger sister was likely to give an 
heir to the Eaj. Having secluded her from the other sister, he gave out 
that on the 5th of November, she had brought forth a hoy in the village 
of Gunt in the Mils, north of Nahan.^ 

This attempt of the Raja of Nahan to impose upon Government 
a. pretender to the Biiaspur Chiefship met with no success. In January 
1840,* Metcalfe forwarded the copy of a letter of Haddock in which it 
was observed '“that the conclusions of the Political Agent appear to the 
Governor-General, to be perfectly correct and His Lordship desires that 
the disapprobation with which he views the underhand and suspicious 
conduct of the Raja of Nahan, in his endeavours to impose upon Govern- 
ment, a spurious heir of the late Raja of Kahlur, . may be communicated 
to that Chieftain*'. 


Though Government had rejected the claims of the child, the 
supposed mother was not satisfied with the decision. Writing in Februar\’ 


i. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 18, 1839, B. K. 83, L. N. 134. 


There was also the third widow of Kharak Chand. Her father, Baja of 
Mangal. preaeoted a petition to Colonel Tapp praying for a provision for her 

0;‘‘ir. 2,May 1840). 


1 Metcalfe to Clerk, January IS, 1840. B. N. 126, L. N, 8, 


Maddock to Metoaife, 
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Clerk reported to.Metcalfe that Rani Sirmur® had succeeded in 
collecting about 1,000 men in the Trans-Sutlej territories of Kahlur, 
crossed the river and taken possession of the fort of Jayalli she was 
threatening to expel Raja Jagat Chand from Bilaspur. Clerk added that 
the Rani had tried to enlibt men in the districts on this side of the 
Sutlej but he had frustrated the attempt. He had also rjquested wade 
to require the Lahore authorities to be vigilant in preventing her from 
recruiting men in the territory of Bilaspur, under their control. But the 
Lahore Government had not only allowed the Rani to collect armed men 
but had pefmittel the armed rabble to cross into the territory under the 
protection of the British Government. This was a most reprehensible 
act and Clerk suggested to Government that it should not be overlooked. 
.4 week Uter,3 Clerk again wrote that Raja Jagat Chand had made an 
attempt to oppose the forces of the Rani, but on their approach had 

withdrawn from Bilaspur to Satgarh on the frontier. He was only 
dissuaded from quitting altogether the territory by promise of support 
made to him by R>ija Ram Saran of Nalagarh, in the vicinity of Satgarh 
The pusillanimous conduct of the new Raja was ascribed by Clerk •' 
some measures to the fact that people generally, with the local officers of 
the state, bad risen in favour of Rani Sirmur Clerk finally said that she 

was bei .g encouraged through the efforts of L hna Singh Majithia, the 

Sikh Governor, by >he Lahore Durbar which had promised a 'Khiila^' for 
the alleged child but he had no means of ascertaining the truth of the 
rumour. However, he had taken the precaution of bringing it to the 
notice of Wade. 


1. Clark to Matcalfd, February 2, 1840 B. N. 83, L. N. 136. 

2. /Ctetkj4aesaot:.8p*«ifiaaUytt«to Bani 

« the younger widow, the mother of the apurioua child. Aa soon as the ChiSl 
otoima were rejected, she started making preparations to invade Bilasnnr 
encouraged by Lehna Singh Majithia, the Lahore deputy in the Hills. At L>’ 
ther place, Olerk remarked that both the wiiows ;the sisters of the Hahan 

involved. After the revolt had been quelled, the Kani was sent 

to her brother, who yrm ijJade tstsipona^le few her good oouduot. 

(B. K }■ 133, L, N. -78). ; ' , ; ^ ‘ 

3. Olerk to Meteatfe, tebtoa^ 18, / 



' Clerk also transmitted a paper of intelligen6e received froth 
Kiaspur,* The Rani Was being helped by the Sodhis of Nandpur and 
the ruler of Suket. The former's territory was bituated at the foot of 
the hills on this side of the Sutlej and was ceded to Maharaja Ran jit Singh 
in 1828; the Sodhis were ever-ready to jom any disorder. The latter ~ 
Suiiet — had been a suitor for the hand of the sister of late Kharak 
Chand and this had been promised to him by the Rani as a reward for 
hissupiort. Clerk was afraid that the delay, in settling the dispute in 
Bilaspnr, might prejudice the general peace of the Hill States; he . had 
again brought the conduct of the Lahore authorities to the notice of 
Wade. 

Clerk again expressed his fear that the delay in suppressing the 
out-break at Bilaspur might make it more difficult to suppress it.* 
Bilaspur was filling fast with armed men and the number of such men 
was about four thousand. Raja Jagat Chand had made a stand on his 
towards Nalagarh; his forts were either retained for him by his 
adherents or were neutral, awaiting the result of the conflict between 
him and the Rani. Clerk hoped that the Lahore authorities woiild be 
prompt to exert its influence in the fight direction. ' Mdanwhile he 
"appealed to Metcalfe to order out the Nasiri Batallion at Sabathu and 
the detachment of the 4th Local Horse at Ludhiana so that he might lose 
ho time in proceeding against the insurgents who had assembled at 
Bilaspur which had no regular fortifications. 

Later,* Clerk reported that he had received information that the 
troops of Rani Sirmur were preparbg a detachment which would be 
employed against Kot, a fort in Bilaspur situated at the foot of the 


1» Clerk to Metcalfe, Febroaiy lS, 1840, Bi lffi- 88, t. N'. 140. ■ ■ > 

8. Clerk to Metcalfe, J'ebrttary 18, 1841k 83^ 'b.' IT. 141v . 

8, Clerk to Metcalfe Fetoruaty 18, IT.*' 14®*' * ' 
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hills. He had, therefore, called upon' the- Rhj a of Patiala to despatch 

troops to reinforce the garrison there. But Clerk believed that the 
Patiala troops would not sufSce to coerce in a proper manner the 
retainers of the Sodhis and those of other vassals of Lahore, who had 
^‘dared to invade the territory of a dependent of the British 
Government'". The Lahore Durbar was to be requested to secure their 
‘Ghats' on the SutLJ in such a manner as equally to prevent the 
reinforcements of the insurgents or their retreat. 

Metcalfe sent to Clerk a letter written by Maddcck to himself in 
which the Governor-General acknowledgtd that a serious outrage had 
been “committed by an armed force assembled irians-Sutlej by the 
widow of the late Raja of Kal lur and which, aided by the follower* of 
the Raja of Siiket, have entered the British territory, taken possesrion 
of the fort of Jayali and expelled Raja Jagat Ch and from Biiaepur"". 
His Lordship was hopeful that the Lahore Government would recall the 

troops from Bilaspur and punish those who had been instrumental in 
collecting them for the invasion of the British part of the st^te. 
Finally, the Governor-General was confident that Clerk must have 
adopted measures to seize the leaders of the revolt and make an end of 
the outbreak engineered by the armed men who had espoused the cause 
of the Rani and were on this side of the Sutlfj.^ 

The outbreak at Bilaspur did not take a long time to be 
suppressed. In a letter dated March 2, 1840,* addressed to Captain 
Macauriand, Commanding, Nasiri Battallion, Clerk informed him that 
Sodhi Jodh Singh, one of the principal supporters of Rani Sirmur, had 
fled across the Sutlej evacuating the fort of Kot and Nini Devi Hill, both 


Maddiock to Mttcalfo, Fobroary 24, 1840, B. H. IZ% p* 00-rtl* * ? 

ah,, _ .Oltrk til M Mwceb t, 1840)^. ;®. 81* J^. H* 148, • , " 
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cf which had beee restored to JagatXhaEd^^': Uiider^the^ercito^ 

Clerk advised him to return wi‘h the troops under his.c mroand to 
Sabathu with the exception of one company which should be stationed at 
Bilaspur. He himself had detached one- hundred Sfiwars for that 
purpose;' he/had also, .reqn the Patiala Raja tO: send',,.,p^ ,;iorce pi 

men be kept at* Bilaspur,' Both parties- had been direettd to -obey .the 
orders of Macausiand On March- 3, he wrote to Metcalfe that the rebels 
fsad been expelled from the territory of Jagat Chand.* 

As Metcalfe was about to visit Bilaspur, Clerk addressed a letter^ 
to him in which he discussed not only the responsibility of the ruler of 
Nahan in the late insurrection, but also- the precautions:' 'adopted by' hiin 
in the ■ state. Discussing the ' former^ ■ he 'remarked ' that 'the widbw-Rahis, 
the sisters of, the Nahan Ruler,' had been living: at / 

Bhagarwali in the terrirory of the Nahan Raj, Although the Raja 
was at liberty to take aw^ay his sisters. Clerk felt that he had * incurred 
a very serious responsibility when he allowed them to arrange their 



i. Clerk was sure that the aodhi. would, hot have escaped, had Wade, Political Age, fit, 


Ludbiana insisted on the Lahore authorities guarding the ferries. 

(Clerk to Metcalfe, March 6. 1840, B, 83, L, R, ;|49A}./ 

Even then Clerk felt that the Durbar- had ■ ahawn • a ressonhbl© sense of its 
obligation, as an ally in restraining its- vassak from joining, the insurreotion^. 

► Clerk to. MetoaHei: 3, ' 1840, :148, 

Dovenmentfullyapprovei of what Clerk had done in order to^suppreis the 
reb®l^ ■ . ^ 

. Clark to Metealfo, Maroh 12, 1840, B, 4 t 1 83, L. N. 160. 
atcalfe to Cleaki Uax^h 16. i840j li. Nj 61. 
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r plans for an invasion of Kahlur, to transport thitlier supplies of I 

ammunition and finally, the wa}?' being' thus prepared themselves to 
depart from the Nahan territory,' attended by a considerable bo'dy' of ' ' 

armed men and so to enter the Kahlur territory and raise its peopld'by ■ j 

assuring them of having them secured the support of Laho^e’^ In this j 

way, the Ranis had possesvSed themselves ' of Bilaspur. Clerk further 
I observed: '‘Such measures projected and matured in the territory of a ^ 

j dependent prince and a prince too of all others the most beholden by the | 

; British Government, renders him, in my humble opinion, deserving of 1 

signal punishment'’.^ He, therefore, recommended that either the i 

Parganas of Ghunt and Bhagarwali, the revenue of which was about i 

Rs. 5,064 a year, should be annexed to the British territory, or that | 

the Raja should be fined Rs. 25,000 — a moiety of his annual income. | 

I According to Clerk^ it was “most necessary for the Supreme Government | 

j to convince those allies whose duty it is by every means in their power j 

; to assist in the preservation of the public peace that they never will be | 

suffered even to connive at its infraction with impunity”. j 

. ■ . ' ' ■ ■ : ■ ■. •• ■ | 

Talking about the measures he had adopted in order to preserve j 

peace at Bilaspur, Clerk pointed out that he had placed 100 Ambala i 

Sawars and 500 Patiala Sibandis at Bilaspur and some force of Patiala i 

Sibandis and Rajputs at Kot which should be enough to guard the j 

C s-Sutlej territory of Raja Jagat Chand.^ But that was not enough. | 

He was of the view that the proper condition of a subject ally of the 
British Government, situated as Raja Jagat Chand was, on the frontier 
i of a foreign territory, should embrace the means of not only protecting 

i Ms own territory against any invasion, but holding a certain and 

I well-equipped queta of troops at the disposal of the British Government 

L Ol®rk to M»r«h '12 1840, B, N. 83^ L. m. 150. 

to Clerk* Mmtoh 16, 1840, 

% The®® stttniar®® were approved by dovenamant. 

B. N. 126, L. N. 47, Mayoh 13, im, 

^ ; ‘ p, % 126, L. m March 16, 1%' ■ ' 



for service elsewhere,^ Unfortunately./the predecessor of 
had been such a useless and tyrannical ruler that he had greatly :im 
ished the country; the resources of the state did not yield enough to 
provide a well-organised administration. ' The . late insurrectioii had: 

’ worseoed' the situation, as it had deferred for a still, longer perlodv'' the 
’■■amelioratio* of affairs; the viUages had become devastated. 

Chand was a respectable but not an energetic man and Clerk once again 
expressed the wish that a British officer was needed more than ever 
who inigbt be expected to settle the deserted villages, repair forts and 
improve the entire administration of the state.*' 

Metcalfe wrote to Clerk on April 3, 1840, and referred him to 
Thomason’s crmmnnicfition ^addressed to himself) in which the explana- 
tion of Raia Fateh Par’-ash of Nfthj?n had been demanded by 
Government.* In regard to the punishment proposed by Clerk for the 
Raja, the Lieutenant-Governor accepted his recommendation.* The 
required explanation of the Raja was sent by Clerk with his desf atch of 
May, 16, 1840, addressed to Metcalfe.^ Clerk was not convinced by it as 


L ,Cl€rk to Metcalfe, March 12, 1840, B.N.82, L. N. 150. 

2. The Lieutesttant-Governor oongidered favoTarablj Clerk’s proposition but he had 
' ....to .eoaaiilt th.e Supreme Government before , , such an order: , ©ould be :.|®»i 2 #d. 
(B. N. 126, L N, 61). So no decisive' action wai . taken, 

I. Ifeteailbto Clerk, Aprils, 1840, B.K. H. ,,61 

Thom&aon to Metcalfe, March 26, 1840, B. N. 126, p* 110— 11 

Thomaaon obaerved that the Lientenant-Governer held that the Baja of 
Hahan had criminally connived at the rebellion, secretly assifted the Rank in 
their hostik designs against Raja Jagat Chand .and so deserved to b® pnnished 
But His Honour was not satisfied by' the ' weakness of character displayed by ; 
' „ ' Jagat Chand in the orkig and' so a care%l watch was to be kept on the 

Thereisno copy attached with the d«i|atc| 


fsirj 

he observed that he had nothing to add to what he had reporfed. 
Further, he a stired that officer that he would enieavour to make the 
best arrangement possible' for the- management of the state. So, although 
the revolt was crushed and Jagat Chand allowed to rule, -things were-’ : not ^ 
very satisfactory in. Bilaspuid. . 

7. The British Oovernment versus KeonthaL ' . 

la April 1840,^ Clerk reported on the . affairs of Keoathai There 
were three complamts against the Rana or the ruler, viz. (1) appointment 
of Giaru vazir, (2; his keeping as his concubine a woman of infamous 
character; and (3) his attempt to excite a revolt in Theog. 



1. There was an interesting sequel of the rebellion. It seemed that Raja J^gat 

Chaud bad borrowed a big Sum of money from Raja Ram Saran of Hindur or 
Nalagarh during the rebellion on the security of certain forts of his kingdom 
Naturally, he wanted te recover them. Clerk writing to ErskUne, Sub- Commissioner 
North.-West Province, agreed with him that Raja Ram Saran should continue 
to hold these forts of Bilaspur until Raja Jagat Chand liquidated his debt of 
Rg. I, 00,967 due to the former , 

, V (iTrom a jieneilled '.note of olerk, dated ,, ,^a,roh:25, ,i8i3;,, ■inserteii- 

hetwesn p, 230-31. Also see Obrk to .SrskiUd, M i ch 25, IS Ji, 3. N, 87, L - N.':li7 , 
and Richmond to Hamiltion, August 4, 1843, B. N. 87 L. N, 259). 

2. Oerk to Metcalfe, April 19, 1840, B. N, 83, L. N. 156. 

In November 1839, Maddock had seat te Clerk a copy of a despatch which 
he had addressed to Metcalfe. The Governor -General had expressed a desire to 
have a further report m the general character of the ICeonthsl ruler at a 
complaint had been made agaiuiit him. According to Maddock, the Oovemor- 
Geaerai could not come te any conclusion as to the validity of the charges 
adduced against the Rana. He further observed ; ‘‘The Bana may also he 
permitted to afford a proof of his assertion that he has not demanded or exacted 
from the Thakur of Theog more tribute than he is entitled to, occurg 

to His Lordship that the relations between the Rana mid his dependent might 
be more definitively hxed.. ' '4;' 

Maddock to Clerk, Noveihber 7, 1839,, B.-N. 39, 6i, 

„ Metoaife, ■ „ p* and, / 

, Also »ec, Biwkine to Clark, My 1341.,; A N. 30, L* N* 
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About the first complain wrote that the Rana had 

■tO;M Giaru, was the Wa55ir; but h^ alsa 

admitted that, on account of the infirmity of Baola, Giaru, though not 
installed formally as a Wazir, had been permitted to assume the more 
active duties of the office. Clerk also had a talk with Bhola who, though 
illiterate, struck him ‘'as a man capable of being emplo^^ed in many 
concerns relating to the Hill management''. Giaru seemed to Clerk ''to be 
shrewd and a knave" and was a Ohaprasi at Sabathu formerly. That 
was the reason why Colonel Tapp did not think him fit to hold the ofi5.ce 
of the Wazir but Bhola was an able person and in every way fit to be 
the Wazir.^ 

Clerk admitted that Colonel Tapp been desirous of raising the 
standard of the qualification of a Wazir and so might have demurred to 
the employment of Giaru. But the end in view could more effectually 
be attained by evincing more indifference to that irresponsible personage 
and a constant care to make manifest the obligations in which the Rana 
himself should be directly held to discharge his duties towards his people 
and towards the British Government. If a ruler were made to feel that 
he himself were strictly responsible for every act of maladministration 
that may reflect discredit on the paramount state of which he held his 
territory, he would comprehend also that the selection of a Wazir was 


1. Clerk also made his observat/ions on the institution of the “Wazarat”, Much 
importance had bean publicly attached to the eeloction of the Wazir and that 
it had been the practice of the local British agent to uphold an institution found 
existing at the period of its earliest connection with the HUls. But he thought 
the institution to be incompatible with any capacity in a chief to govern, as 
it excluded every rang© of talent or energy on his part, th© greater tb# political 
considerations bestowed on the irresponsible officer of the Wazir, the less would 
be the sens© of the Chief's own responsibility. Clerk further remarked : *‘This 
is not the condition in which the British Governmenc would desire to gee any of 
its vassals on whom the welfare of numbers depends. Formerly though certain 
disadvantages inherent in those irresponsible and generally hereditary Wazirs 
wire apparent to the British functionaries, they were averse from deinp- 
anything to suppress them from the apprehension of thus encroaching on the 
prescriptive rights of individuala^h Clerk pointed out that it was satisfactory 
^ , to observe that the ©mancipation. of- the,€Mefs had considerably advanced, 


his own concern. It was Clerk’s wish that Government should follow a 

con.'istent policy in such cases, and he wrote: ‘'Flagrant acts of tyranny 
towards individuals or deterior tion of the domain restored to him by 

the British Government should be punished by its resumption to the 
dominion of the company and the bestowal of pittance for his support”. 
Finally, he was of the view that Government should not interfere in the 
selection of the Wazir; rather it should allow the Chiefs to have their 
own nominee.i at the same time warning them of the consequences of a 
bad choice. 

In regard to the second complaint of keeping a concubine, Clerk 
felt that Government could not intervene in the matter, even though 
the woman might exercise an influence over the affairs of the Rana. In 
the last interview which Clerk bad with him, the Rana told him that he 
had formally assigned to the Rani for her maintenance the Pargana of 
Jai. Clerk added that the Rana had informed him of the measure in 
order that should anxiety over again be felt as to her condition, the 
British Government might know what is her appointed provision and if 
it should think proper protect her enjoyment of it,® 


j . Clerk to Metcalfe, Appril 19, 1840, B. N, 83, L. H 155, 

Clerk observed : “Generally speaking when a Thskur is neither a minor 
nor an idiot, more of time and attention of the British Government would be 
requisite to uphold an eligible Wazir of its own choice and at the same time 
less efficiently attain towards the fulfilme-.t of the proper objects of the state 
than in allowing the Chiefs to make the beat he can of his own chosen officer 
under a salutary fear of the consequences liable to result to himself through 
their incapacity”. 

:S, :ClerkM;^etotdfe,,jf piiFl«;:d840t: 

Later on, the Eana resumed this Pargana although, at the pemuaidoB of 
Clovernment, he promised to grant to the Rani enother pi«e« of land equivalent 

ia reveaw (B. iJTe 132, " 
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Clerk next referred to the third complaint against the Rana of 
exciting a revolt in Theog. The Thakur of Theog had preferred such a 
coinplaint in the-Sabathu office. The worst feature of the case was^he 

correspondence betw.en jaita. an influential zamindar of fheog, and a 

woman, in the. establishment of the Rana of Keonthal. The political 
Agent carefully examined Jaita who admitted that he occasionally 
received letters from tbe'woman in question on the subject of a change 
of administration in Theog. But the defence of the Rana was that the 
Thakur of Theog, having abrogated all the other conditions proper to 
vassalage had preferred a complaint against him to escape the payment 
of tribute due to him. The Thakur "aimed at accompiishing the sole 
(vet wanting to enable him to repudiate the connection, by paying to 

the British Government the tribute which the British Government has 

by its -Sanad- guaranteed that he should pay to the Rana” ^ 


Clerk assembled all the interested persons. The tribute paid by 
Theog was Rs. 500 per annum. On investigation, it was found that the 
Thakur had to pay also an arrear of Rs. 600 only. So the total of 

Rs. 1100 was to be paid by Theog to the ruler of Keonthal by Sambat 

jggg 183940. This was acknowledged by the Vakils of Theog before 

Clerk. At his persuasion, an engagement was drawn in writing and the 
Theog agents agreed to liquidate it by the end of Sawan. Another sum 

ofRs.400, demanded by the Keonthal ruler, as a ‘nazrana’, was relin- 
quished. The Rana expressed some anxiety for the maintenance of the 

terms of the grant under which he held his possessions, in so far as it 
related to Theog. The ‘Sanad, or the grant provided for the perpetual 
subjection of Theog to the Rana and declared that he was to help the 
Thakur as well as the peop e of that district to collect porters and troops 
that may be required from them by the British Government. It also 
prescribed that the Thakur of Theog was to recognise the Rana of 

Keonthsl as his acknowledged master, to consider himself liable to be 

turned out if he disobeyed the latter’s orders or if he neglected to pay 
the tribute of Rs. 500 in two half yearly instalments. The position of 
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the two parties did not accord with the above tevms and Clerk observed 
that if the terms bad not been reschided, he wouli recommend a due 
adverteDce to them by; the Fupeiintendir'g Agent; Clerk was also against 
the residence of a Theog 'Vakil at the Agercy as it led to a ‘distracted 
itaie of things in Theog. Clerk was also not sure whether Theog existed 
only under the ^Sanad’ granted to Kconthal or its rights had been 
separately acknowledged by the Britife^h Government,* 

There were six letters ’cihich the Rana was alleged to have written 
with a view to deposing the late Thakiir of Theog or to exciting a revolt- 
in that territory, In that connection, Clerk saw Rana Sansar Singh of 
Keonthai alone. According to him, he was not devoid of acp)eness and 
some intelligence regarding his affairs and that he denied the authenti- 
city of five out of six letters. As Clerk observed: is difficult to 

conceive that a man of this type would deliberately perjure himself in 
the very solem f rm of oath, in which he voluntarily before me, and, 
as he tells me, had in Mr. Metcalfe's presence, denied the authenticity 
of fiv out of six letters which I placed before him purporting to be 
written or attested by himself with a view to depose the late Thakur of 
Theog or to excite a revolt in that territory." Clerk had no hesitation 
in believing the R^na becau^e no instance had ever come to his 
knowledge the principal committing himself in a document written or 
signed by himseif". 

In regaid to the administration of Keonthai, Clerk remarked that 
it was not so mild, popular and vigorous as it had been in the days of 
the late Rani*mother and her minister Dhunkal. He wanted that the 
Rana should he awakened to his sense of responsibility,^ if he were to be 
deprived of all power and prestige, he might be rendered reckless and 


I, 01«k to Mtioivlf#, April 19, tUO, B. ^ 83, N. m. 

Th® Court of Blreotors appreciated thie attitude pf Clerk and expretied a hope ' 
tkat' government would regulate itaeonduct towards the ruler .of $feonthe| 

|he spirit of this ^ 
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more incapable, he should be admonished but the earliest opportunity 
should l>e taken of throwing back upon him at the same time in a formal 
manner the whole responsibility of governing territory firstly and 
managing his relations with Theog according to the. terms of his, 
‘Sanadh He concluded his long letter by saying that the other Hill 
Chiefs were no better than the Rana of KeonthalJ 

In May, Metcalfe, in reply, sent a copy of a despatch of the 
Secretary at Agra, in which the Lieutenant- Governor concurred with the 
views expressed b}^ Clerk who was thus able to persuade Government to 
1 est ore the ruler to his old position.^ 



L Clerk to Metcalfe, Apnl 19, 1840, B. K* 83, L. N. 155. 
2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 16, 1840, B. N. 129, L* 89. 


Thomason to Metcalfe, May II, 1S40, B. N. 126, p. 304. 

Thomason wrote to Metcalfe that the Lieutenant-Governor cencarred 
with Clerk’* views and that he should direct Colonel Tapp to adopt 

prospeetii^ely the course therein recommended.” He further remarked : ** 

You are now authorised to forward to Rana Sansar Chand a suitable Khillat 
from Government, accompanied by a communioat'on from yourself calculated to 
soothe him for tbe degradation he has already suffered, to impress him with a 
due responsibility of his station and hie obligation both to the paramount 
power and his feudatory Thakurs and to incite him to such a line of conduct in 
future as may promise to prove beneficial bo th ro himself and to the people 
of his territory”. The Court of Directors, to whom the case had been referred, 
was a little sceptical about the Bana’s administration, Hamilton, tb® 
Secretary at Agra, sent the following lines from one of its despatches: — 

‘*Mr. Clerk ...... made such report on imputations against the Bana 

as has induced the Lieutenant-Governor to confer upon the Chief the Khilat 
which had been temporarily with-bald from him. Although we are not prepared 
to disapprove this proceeding, Mr, Clerk*s disclosure of the Bang’s character 
and of ths administration of the country causes as .much misgiving ' as to the 
probable resultg of his rule”, 

, ^ Extract Ipcras 83 and S4) i f a diespatch Ho. SO of 1841, August 3?^ 1841, 
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8 The British Government versus ths Cis- Sutiej Chieis in regard . I 

Imposition of Duties. 

■ , . , ' ^ ' ',i ''V . : ‘111 

The policy of the East India Company had always been the 
encouragemeut of internal trade. But the country was divided into a 

number of states dependent or independent each of which 

possessed the right of levying duties on goods and merchandize. The 
C.is- Sutiej states were no exception to this rule, and imposed duties 
on all merchandize passing through their territories. Not only was this 
right a profitable source of income but the Chiefs also viewed it as an 
■aUribute of sovereignty. The British Government desired to get thes5 
duties reduced and regularized and appealed to the states repeatedly 
to this effect. There was no question of denying this right of imposinig 
transit ‘ duties, but the real aim was to eliminate all obstruction in 
the way of internal traded 






* 



The period of Clerk’s agency was marked by a dispute between 
Fatiala and Government on the question ot Simla duties. In 1830.^^ 
Kennedy, the Political Agent at Sabathu, addressed Hawkins, the Resident 
at Delhi, on complaints made by several traders frequef ting these 
states of the numerous transit duties exacted by the protected Sikh states, 
but pariicuiarly by the Patiala Raja who levies at three differeit Chowkie® 
between this place and Pinjor, a distance of fifty miles.*' He suggested 
that the Patiala Government be called upon to declare a tariff of duties 
on merchan Jize and articles of consumption taxed at Pinjor and to hold 


Whenever mny state or principality lapsed to the British Government, the very 
first thing that it did was to abolish the transit duties prevailing in it. 

How poxjular this abolition was, would be apparent from a letter of Wade- 

to Murray, ' Writing to Elliott, the Governor Generfal’ts agent at Delhi, 

Hurray sent the letter of Wade, Political Assistant at Ludhiana, showing the 
sati^.faotion of the lapsed Oijtates at the abolition of all customs and transit 
duties. 

{B N. 72, L K. ISO October 8, UUy 


2* Kennedy to Hawkins, October 9, 1830> B. N. 31, L. N. 36. 

The customs duties levied at Haripur and Pinjor were also qixestioned m 1820* by 
Dt. Pat Gerard, m charge pi ^^lOtopa^y^i feoihmereial affairs. -- - 
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the farniers of them for its mfraction.^ He 'also forwarded 

results of inquiries ■, made by him from certain ' merchants trading 
‘in Simla.® , 

The question was referred by Government to Clerk for Ms 
observations. Clerk dealt with the whole question in a carefully 
prepared despatch dated September '30, 1831®. He wrote that he had 
taken the opportunity of suggesting to the agents of Patiala to 
eommunicate to the Raja the anxious desire of the Governor-General to 
devise gome mode for the protection of traders resorting to Simla against 
the present vexations to which they complain of being subjected from the 
oppressive taxation laid on their goods by the Pati la Government”. 
Clerk met Kapur Singh, a trusted agent of Patiala, and had a talk with 
him. The conclusion to which he had arrived w^as that the ruler of 


i. Later, Kennedy wrote to Hawkins that he had read the Sanads’ under which 
Patiala held his hill territory......... the one for five Parganas of Baghat under 

the seal and signature of Lord Moira, dated, September 3, 1815, the other for 
eleven Parganas of Keonthal under the same authority dated September 19, 1815, 
and that in both the documents, the right of the Raja to levy transit duties is 
distinctly recognised; in Ilaqa Baghat to Bs. 1600 per annum and in Keonthal 
without mention of any specific sxim, since which date the agents of the Baja hav# 
levied duties in the territory thus ceded to him. Kennedy admitted that the to\m 
and territory of Pinjor were held under a difierent ‘Sanad’, He further observed: 

** the transit duties at Bar, Pinjor and Haripur.......,.are given in farm by 

the Patiala Baja to the highest bidders and there being no check on control, the 
petitioners axe left at the mercy of the farmers who......... generally levy a greater 

or less tax upon individuals according to their apparent means and ability to 
pay. The abuses inherent in such a system act as a check upon the commercial 
prosperity of the Hill provinces and I.......;. submit for your consideration 

the propriety of restricting the agents of the Patiala Baja from levying transit 
duties upon goods passing the Chowkies at Pinjor, Bar and Haripur at more than 
one of the said mentioned places and that they be furnished with fixed rates for 
aE descriptions of goods. 

(Kovembex ll,rH 830, B. H. 31, p. 57-68), 


L J 


Patkla, if encouraged to express Hs freely, would evince great 

tenacity on the . snbiect of; duties levied by Mm in the ' Pinjor valley ' 
and. tipwards. ' That was rather part of a chief, wh^ 

is SO' specially beholden to the British- Government for; the Tank : a 
consideration :' he at present enjoys ' Kapur Singh vproposed: to 
discontinue the two Chowktes of Bar and Haripur and to lay on Pinjor 
the transit duties now levied at the two former places, as he was anxious 
to leave Clerk favourably impressed with the accommodating intentions 
of the Patiala ruler. 

According to Clerk, there was essential difference between the 
duties Ic vied at Pinjor and those imposed at Bar and Haripur. It uras 
wrong for the Raj* a to assert that Government had bestowed upon him 
the produce of the duties at the latter two places. In his support, the 
Raja referred to the "Sanads’ granted by the British when it granted 
the Hill territory to Patiala, after the conclusion of the Gurkha War 
Clerk was emphatically of the opinion that Patiala had no right of 
establishing, in- the Parganas allotted to her, such Chowkies as Govern- 
ment on its own part had abolished. Moreover, the duties were to be 
imposed only in those parts which Government had reserved to itsdf. 
The farmers of the ‘Sanads’, Clerk felt, would not have neglected the 
opportunity then offered for the protection and furtherance of trade. 
He reminded Prinsep how on September 30, 1814, Government before 
granting the territory, conquered from the Gurkhas, to the Hill Chiefs 
ordered them to allow to the subjects of the company and to their goods 
and aierchandiz3"]a free right of passage,' 

Although the Raja might net admit it, yet it was clear that no 
Chowkies existed at Bar and Haripur, previous to the grant. This fact 
could be corroborated by a statement mude by the Local British 
authorities in charge of Baghat and Keonthal when some of their 
Parganas were about to be transferred to Patiala. Clerk concluded by 
remarking : 'T am included to think that such restrictions on traffic as 
are at present the subject of complaint against the Chowkies established 


Clerk to Priusap, Sep'tember ^0, 1831, H. 89^. 
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ar,d maintained at Bar and Haripur are an unwarrantable assumption 
on iiie part of the Patiala Raj. 1” With regard to the Chowki at Pinjor, 
thfe position was altogether different. It was held by Patiala on a grant 
previous to any connection with the British Government and the state 
was entitled to tax goods by the third clause of the Prcclamati n of 1809. 
Tiras Patiala was within its rights in keeping a Chowki at Pinjor.^ . 

In this despatch, clerk also took the oppoitunity of apprizing 
Gevernment about duties on the timber in Jumna,® ivhich used to be 
formt-rly levied by the Chiefs. The view which Government then took 
was the abolition of these duties, without compensafon, could only be 
effected by means cf negotiations and by an adjustment of the different 
cla'ms of the Chiefs concerned; even then the preposed ccmmutation 
could scarcely be coneidered a measure of compulsion* Although 
Government, in the Proclamation of 1809, had stipulated for the free 


1. ' ' Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B. U. 77, L. N. 89. 

2. It is interesting to note that Patiala only derived about Ps. 1100 a from the 
three posts. 

3. * 0erk was anxious to open the Jumna for navigation, as it would have cheapened 

the transport of goods. If some how or other. * ‘great ima voidable and infinite 
delay” be avoided, the merchants wonld gladly use the Jumna. He gave the 
example of a boat laden with ‘Bhang’ which had been. detained for about a montlu 
' by Begam Samrn’s officers and a duty of Ks. 100 was levied before it was 
released. There were not many natural obstacles, as the river contained enougli 
water except for a few weeks in J anuary and February; at times, rainfall removed 
this defect. The river w^ould provide a better means of transport than land/ 
which was inter-sected by a new Chowki every ten or twelve miles. According to 
Clerk, the only impediment to the navigation was “in liability to exactions ant I 
detention from the Sikh Chiefs and proprietors residing along the bank of the 
river”. Although the Chiefs had the right to impose duties on merchandize, hy 
the Proclamation of 1809, yet Clerk desired that they should be told plainly that 
in the event of the navigation being opened, they would not be allowed “to view 
it as opening a new source of profit to them”, 

(B. 78, L, K 31). 

4. Even as early as 1819, Birch had suggested the pa 3 nnent of a compensation to the 

Chiefs for the loss of timber-duty (B. 65, It. 10); for example, he paid B s. 

3051/7/3 as c o mpensation (B. H, 64, L. H. 37). Ochteriony had fixed the rate 
such duties (B. IST, 61, LL. K. 69 & 84). 
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trarsit of British maBnfactares.and of horses for cavalry, Clerk waeiof' 
the view that this stipulation -fully viinplied the relinquishment to, tlic 
Chiefs of an entire discretion to levy whatever duties they liked.^ Cleffc 
clearly pointed ' out that /Government had definitely abstained from 
negotiating for their atolition. - Even, about a duty on grain, the states 
were told that .Government was not prepared to claim any exemption om 
that account. Thus these Chiefs had 'from such decisions defived^ great 
■ coBfidence In their expectation of preserving a prerogative to which they 
■attached a great; value.®^ 

According to Clerk, the total amount realized from the duties 
levied throughout the Protected Sikh states between the Sutlej,, and the 
Jumna was Es. 34115 only; at Jagadhari the transit duty amoUBted to ^ 
Rs. 12, 2^ 0, half of it belonged to Rani Sukhan, one of the two widow-B^* 
of Sardar Bhagwan Singh of Buria while the other half was taken by-. 
Governments If it wanted to further the interest of traders by aboE- 
shing duties, it would have to begin by abolishing the imposts levied 
at, Jagadhari. /'; the .'number of Cho\\kis was' not 


L Clerk referred to the Artieleirj 6 and 7 of the Proclaaiiaiion of 1809 whieh. were, 

ArHch 6. All European articles brought by merchants from the Eastern districts , 
for the use of the army, shall l>e pillowed to pass by the Thanedars and Sayerdar* 
of the several Chiefs, without molestation and the demand of the duty. 

Ariicle Z. All horses purchased for the use of the cavalry regiments, whether in 

the district of Sirhind or elsewhere .....shall foe allowed to pass through the 

country on the said Chiefs without molestation and the demand of the duty 

Moreover, these concessions were only meant for the army and not for purposes 

|« In reality, bothBani Sukhan and the British , Government derived Es. 10,0110 » 
year each from the duties levied at Jagadhari which iucluded more than half ® 
doaen kinds of duties imposed- in.'.Biimia and Jagadhari SJ, I-BT. ISg). 




increasing; in course of five years, only' one new Chowki was established 
by Kaithal at ^Sinialka" which yielded only ten rupees a year. ' If the; 
Governor-General considered that the, condition of roads was any obstacle, 
to'fche trade'of Sinaia^ Clerk stiggested^ the expediency of opening . out ' a' 
roiite from Jagadhari to Simla, by cutting the Kiarda Valley. The ■ new 
rotite,';in ,: ^ with - the route to Pinjor, would be liable to 

moiestation "‘from very few independent -authorities''; the British 
Government could make its own 'terms with the Raja of Sirmur through 
whose territory a considerable part of the route would lie.^ 

Personally, Clerk was not in favour of the total abolition of the 
transit duties^ levied by the Sikh Chiefs, as they had to maintain the 
security of the roads along which they were levied; in other words tfie 
imposts weie a means of re-imbursing the proprietor for the security from 
molestation enjoyed by those passing through his possessions The high 
roads v^re kept in a tolerable condition by the Chiefs at their own 
expense. Moreover, the Chiefs had to maintain police for the protection 
of these roads.^ Clerk emphatically declared that it would be an extreme 
measure to annul their rights to the toll. In his opinion the amount of 
tke duties was no obstacle to the commercial intercourse. It was the 
uncertainty of the exactions, which really retarded trad^. So Clerk did 


1, Clerk to Prinsep, September .30, 183^ N. 77, L. K. 89. 

On December 24, 1831, Martin forwarded to Clerk a copy of a letter addressed by 
Prinsep to one Lieutenant White, who was “to examine and report upon the 
practicability of openin.| a road to Simla from the neighbourhood of Nahan so as 

to join the road in the Kiardaduii and afford a convenient and short outlet to 

the ^ lams“. T ieutenant W Lite was to communicpte with Eennedy and also to 
tiod out if this r^ad would prove better than that between Fabathu and Bar; he 
was als » to state tbe cost and to make inquiries about the territories tli@ 
Chiefs through which it would pass. 

Martin to Clerk, December 24, 1831 B. N. 31, L. N. 97. 

Prinsep to White, December 4, 1831, B. N. 31, p- 154. 

•X , The problem created by transit duties was also taken tip by Boss in 1823. He 
lulmitted the inconvenience caused by their imposition and tried to discuss the 
question how far the British Government could interfere. 

(B. 71, L. N. 50, January 31, 182^). 
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not desire the total abolition of these duties; moreover surh o 
wonld^be harsh for the "l 

subnu. »..b defaenc. whelh» a „eaa„,e for .paoificaUy ragulatiag Te" 
ebarges on trade might mt be rendered fuUy efficaciona towards tb 
.n=onr.gem.„tol ,,ade,in sofar as it. furtherance now depends nl 

crcumstences of the nature in pimlicniar at the same time that it 

be shown to be beneficial to the Sikh Sardars themselves^ 


To th,. lengthy despatch, Prinsep, Sect.tary t. the Governor 
General, sent a reply. To him it appeared from the resnit of rioA- 
.nqniries that the Chowkis established by th. Raj. of Patiala at Bar.nd 
Hanpnr were placed at these points subsequent to the completion of ,T 

toad to Simla constructed by Government, while the Cho.ki at p- 

was older. He quoted the opinion of the Governor- General, who JZd 
the levy of duties on the new Government hill-road at the two o' 
named to be discontinued. His Lordship had resolved to take thiJ 
course, though he was of the opinion that the Pinjor Chowki must be 
left, the Raja being free to collect duties there as heretofore.® 



1. Clerk to Pj«insep, September 30, 1831, B. K. 77 , L, 20 ’. 89. 


Clerk quoted the case of Shahabad the Sardars who had to keep a force of 76 
Sepoys for tbe protection of their road. 

S^ also, B. 3Sr. 80, L. K. 197, and B. N, 81, L. N, 11, 

2. Prinsep to Clerk, November 11, 1831, B. N. 31 , L. N. 87. 

3. About eleven years later (May 9, 1842) once again, the question of Simla customs 
was raised by the Political Agent at Sabatfau. Clerk wrote to him to the follow. 

.—I beg leave to observe thiat t do not consider that the ordei*® of 

Govemmmt .......referred to contemplated abolition of ordinary duties of any 

Chowkis of the Sikh or MU Chiefs and cartainJy not those of anv Chowkis TsrkiVk 
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: , Clerk was instructed to explain to the Raja of Patiala the decision 
of the 'GoverDor-. General and the reason for it. Further if the Raj a. could 
§low that the duties levied at those places formed any part of say er. . 
included in the Government 'Sanads, his claim to remuneration for .the kss 
lof Vhat he had purchased would be fairly considered. The obj ct of 
Government was declared to be the improvement and facilitation of the 
means of communication either by consfruction of rjads or abolition of 
the. Chowkis; no new Ohowkis could be allowed to be set up by tiie 
states. ■ ' ' ' , , ■ , 

In regard to the levying of duties by the Sikh Chiefs, it was 
clearly declared that the Governor- General had no intention of interfer- 
ing with the authority exercised by them within their respective 

possessions. If possible, the Governnr-General wanted to establish 
one set of Chowkis ** for the levy of duties once for the whole country 
the proceeds were to be divided afterwards amongst the Chiefs according 
to the extent of their respective possession. Only the method of 
persuasion was to be used for that purpose.^ If Clerk could do it, ha 
should try to affect it; the princes were to be told that there was no 


(Continued from page S67) 

Tha intention of Government I should rather conceive fco have beejj to prevent 
iiOw Chowkis being established by Chiefs in order to intercept suppiios proceeding 
to a British station or the rates of their old Kahdari duties being raised with a 
viev speedily to realise unusual exactions on a trade so created or revised. 

I cannot imagine that Governmenb would see any reason in abrogating the 
ancient rights of Chiefs, rights of which they are the most tenacious as denoting 
Chieftainey in having for its own eonvenieiuio established a distant station on 
the frontier with their domains intervening. .Besides we invariably hold t!i«3 
Chiefs very strictly to the obligations of protection which acoorvUug to tliolr 
prescriptive rules the levying of such customs imposes upon them”. 

The letter showed clearly that Government was not trying to disturb the old 
rights of the Chiefs and that this view i^emained unchanged for a long time. 

Brmsep to Clex'x^ l^ilovember 1 1, 31,- b. N. 87.- 




inte-ition to interfere with their esfcaWisked rights ahd privileges.^ 


^ The attitude of G^ernmrnt towards tariffs, imposed by the' 
Ch..f,.wa.expk,„«lby Cl^t, u a latter. ,» r„rner. Magistral. « ' 
Sahiranpor. He wiate that he had addresaed seraal Sikh Chiefs ' 
whosd possessions were situated on the banks of the Jumna to be" 

informed whether the rates of dub es and 

their rcspec ivellaq.shttd varied from the fixed rates, which they had ' 
furnished to the office in 1822 for the information of the British ' 
authoriues. Ckr. added that no mjterial variation h id taken plaaS ' 

Mithia the last tea years'., ' ■ ■ v.,: , 


( Ooniinuedfrom-fi'ige 36S) 

The Go j.t at tiir.es tried to buy out ChieU ; fir example Begam Samni , 
was to bJ pal by hilf-yearly iasULmeata the auai of.Ui. 446J/12/S whieh she ha4 * 
&a;r6f<ltoaccep‘.tncoairqu«-iatioa of her right to collect duties at aU her ghata 
oil Tum'itt nbov-e and below Delhi {B N. Vj, L, N, f02, October 31, 1882). 

While a on the navigation of the Jutnna, Clerk ha4 drawn Govern. 

\ , I attenii: >14 exacti 'ns of Bagam ; -iSainru : andobserveci *‘I‘ do-not see . . 

how siK^li liii III re&'p€ct to this trait of the river are dhtiaguishable from 
thesaiiidrripbts which the Sikh Chiefs so situated will allege to belong to' ‘ 
^.heru'h lie was of the view that Governmeat should rescind this right of hei^ 

V this were not possible, to regal ate her ' imposts { B. N. 78,*" L. N. 3-1, Juaen' '' 

W,, 1832)*' Thdit was why Govern aeut entered intothi above agreemea'^ •' 

i. Frbisep obs^^rvod: *Tf by persuasion and explanation of the advantages of suek 
an arrfingorin:mt, you can procure its adoption, the Governor-General tliinks the - 
object a very proper one for you to attempt effecting but it is not his desire that 
4uiy other infi.ae.i4co but that of persuasion should be used.” 

Clerk agam dealt with the question of the establishment of one set. of Ohowkis for 
the whole country in a letter of December 1833, He explained .that the proposals fo.r 
the revision of transit duties levied by the protected Chiefs, were not carried into 
effect, because the Chiefs were opposed, to the- measures. He added that if the 
arrangements were first to be introduced in the' -Lahore dominions, the ' Protected ‘ 
Chiefs would nlso agree. ; 

Clerk to Fraser^ Baeember 31 1833, B. 'H* 173* 
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Clerk then dealt with Turner’s proposal to modify the transit 
duties. As Clerk pointed out, however desirable the proposal might be, 
he was precluded, by the tenor of the instructions of Government, from 
exercising any interference with the rights of the Sikh Chiefs. 
Government had on several occasions recorded their specific orders on the 
Bftbject. He also quoted the third article of the Proclamation of 1809 
which guaranteed the Protected Chiefs the full exercise of the authority 
in their own possessions which they enjoyed before they came under the 
British protection; that was a clear recognition of the right to impose 

whatever transit duties they chose. Clerk also quoted the view of the 

GoveTnor-General which refuted the general view held the that Sikh Chiefs 
were entitled only to duties levied in 1809.» The view had not changed; 
as Clerk pointed out further that when he had drawn up a report in 1831 
on the trade and transit duties of the entire tract of the country between 
the Sutlej and the Jumna, the Governor-General had expressed his 
determination not to interfere with the established rights and privileges of 
the Chiefs; nor was His Lordship prepared to prescribe any particular 
course of action to them in any branch of their local administration. 

In December, 1832,Macnaghten addressed a communication to 
Clerk in which the latter was asked to find means for relieving the trade 
across the protected Sikh States also from the frequent stoppages and 
demands for duty between the Sutlej and the Juana.* He agreed with 
Clerk that obstruction to trade did not consist so much in the aggregate 
amount of the duties dsmanded as in the liability to frequent stoppages 


1. Clerk to Turner, December 14, 1832, B. N. 77, L. N. 164. 

aert o-bsea^ed : “The Governor-General in Council is decidedly of opinion thnt 
we cannot in justice take the ground that the Sikh Chiefs are entitled only to the 
‘ duties levied in 180S*’* 

2. Maenaghten to Clerk, Decemhcr 16, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 126. 

Macnagnten had Written to wade expre^ingthe gratification of the Governor- 

General at the attempt of Maharaja Banjit Singh to systematise the transit duties 
(B. N. 32, p. 56-B). Wade had informed Maenaghten of what the Maharaja was 
doing'in the way of regulating the duties levied between Attack and Bhfllaur. 
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and consequently to delays and exactions. According to MacoagMen,. 
the only remedy was to induce the native states concerned to abolish al 
the intermediate Chowkis and to collect their dues at one place on either 
frontier. In the manner proposed by Maharaja Ranjit siogh. Thf. 
collection of duties was not to be undertaken by the British Government/ 
Clerk was instructed to prevail upon the Chief s to adopt the idea; a tarifi 
was to be published, indicating the established rates of duty. The system 
was first to be introduced on the road from Delhi to Amritsar; later on^ 
if successful it could be adopted on the Jagadhari-Ludhiana road. In 
other words, the plan proposed by Macnaghten was Similar to that of 
Prinsep, which he had propounded in his letter of November 11, 183L 
Ihe reply given by Clerk was that the Chiefs were opposed to the 
measure. However, he tried to do something in the matter. In a letter 
to Fraser, dated July 25, 1833/ he wrote that he had negotiated the 
amount of compensation to be paid to different Chiefs in lieu of duties 
be levied upon all goods on the Jumna and was submitting the proposal 
for the sanction of Government. The negotiations were long and tedious 
as the Sardars had formed an exaggerated estimate of .their inpom© from 
this source. But, as Clerk remarked, time and explanation had taught 
them to view the subject more correctly. An agreement, seal'd and 
signed, had been deposited in the Agency Office at Ambaia. The under- 
mentioned Chiefs were promised the amount shown against each® : — 


{a) 

Rani Sukhan of Dialgarh and Jagadhari, 

Rs. 

300 

(b) 

Mai Ram Kunwar of Chillaundi. 

50 

(c) 

Mai Jian of Thanesar. 

350 

(d) 

Sardar Ajit Singh of Ladwa, 

200 

(e) 

Nawab Mchy-ud-din Khan of Kunjpura. 

100 

(f) 

Nawab Ghulam Ali Khan of Kunjpura. 

15o 


Total : 

1,150 


L Wad© was in favour of the British GovemmeHt undertaking this duty. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B. 59. 79, L. N. 59. 

Government had directed Clerk to effect a pecuniary compromise with the Chiefs. 
Jl. Ibid 

Clerk added that the fiirst three would lapse to Government, after the death '"of 
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■ : ' Anotlier problem that Clerk had' to face was smuggling, which 

on» at times with the conmvaace of the 'British Customs' Officials 
those of the Chiefs. Govemmect was anxious to stop it for 

establishing a customs preventive , line along a canal.. the Shah 

Nfehr which ran from the 'Hills in the North to Delhi. In April 1835^ 

Metcalfe requested Clerk to ascertain and report on the ‘^practicability 
'of 'introducing 'with »the free consent of the’CMefs concerned, the British 
Ghstoms Ghowkis and management into their territory'" * Clerk in reply 
^fointed out that the construction of the canal had infficted suffering 
the people,® Peasants, whose lands were 'intersected by the Canah 
had to swim across for eight months in a year m order to cultivate their 
fields. So he recommended coBstruction of three bri dges to miriimise 
this evilA Further, in all cases of temporary destruction of crops or 
piermanent Joss of arable land by submerdm, he had granted fu 1 
compensation, without making any distinction between the subjects ol 
lEe British GoverBment and those of the Chiefs Although the latter 
were not actuated by the idea of promoting the happiness of the people,^ 
yet they were against the introduction of Customs Chow kis in their 
tei'ritory...*.*...Cierk cited the example of Sardarni Sukhan of Dyalgarh.^ 


t Metcalfe to Clerk, April 22, 1835, B. N. 35, U N. 10. 

2. Clerk to Matcalfe, October 23, 1835, B. IST. 81, L. ]S[. 120. 

As Clerk observed later, the canal bad been built without obtaining the consr rst 
of the Chiefs. 

3. Metcalfe expressed the approval of Government bnt ranted to kno^v the prebahle 
expense which it would have to bear, 

. CB. 35, L. :N\ 47,}v 

4r, Clerk remarked r ‘‘’Sikh px’oprietors are not commonly remarkable for a considera- 
tion for the welfare and comfort of the people subjected to them”. 

(B. N. .81,L. H.I20) 

5. She was one of the two widows of Bhagwan Singh of Buria and had a moiety o f 
. the duties levied at Jagadhari, a very important emporium, while the other 
moiety was possessed by the British Government. The income form the 
Jagadhari duies was about Bs, 25,000 per annum.. After meeting the expenses of 
eollection, amounting to Es. 5,000, the remainder was divided equally between 
the t-^o co-sharers. She expressed her unwillingness to the introduction of 
British customs stations, although Clerk felt that her demur to the proposal 
was not genuine and that she was ready be bribed to comply”. On 
Metcalef ’s inquiry as to the nature of the Sardami’s expectation. Clerk repliefl 
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Metcalfe again approached Clerk OB qaestioB of estaHishing 
British Customs... Houses within ■ the territories of the Protected 
Princes. He wrote a despatch to- Clerk dated May 2$, 1836, and also 
forwarded a map ' prepared _ by the^ Collector of Government Customs, 
showing the position of the line of the proposed Chowkis.^ Clerk was 
a^'so ,, asked to say whether the places noted by the Collector were 
'stib|ect to British control. . 


{Ooniinmd from page 372) 

that she wanted to be paid Bs. 10,000 a year......... half in money and the other 

half in lands, the latter ineludlng six and a half villages, situated to the left oi 
the canal, which once belonged to her sister-widow but were now with Gove^ii- 
ment. As Clerk observed : ^‘The importance she attaches to a cession of ihs 
kind is in proporticn to her dread of the annoyonce she anticipates from tlio 
interference of the customs-officers”. On these terms, she would agree to tlie 
proposal of Government. If these terms were not considered attractive hy 
Oovemtnent, Clerk proposed another alternative. Sukhan Wiiis anxious to 
provide for her brothers. As all her estate would lapse to Government, Witn 
anxious to provide for her brothers. If Government could see its way toi 
sanctioning the assignment^ Clerk was sure that the Sardami would agrse .to 
the establishment of the British Customs-Houses He added that he 
was in favour of accepting the Sardarni’s condition although he was wise enox^gii 
not to allude to the subject in conversation with her agent thinking that he 
might ‘‘awaken hopes of a nature which it would occasion much pain to 
disappoint”. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, October 23, 1835, B. N. 81, L 120. 

Metcalf© to Clerk, October 30, 1835, B K. 35. L N 67. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, November 12,. 1835,. B. N.. 81, I», N. 132- 

1,;. : Metcalfe t©' cierk,:May:?6, 1836, 

Bufiiby to Metcalfe, May 14, 1836, B* N. 36, p. 133. 

Busbby had asked Metcalfe to ascertain from Clerk whether the Sikh Chiefs 
would be willing “that the customfi preventive line t-hould be established in the 

territories along the eanark As said”' be fere, the canal... Shah Nehr 

ran from the Hills in the North to, .Delhi. The portion up to Karnal passed 
through villages belonging to the Protected Princes while the lower portfoa 
through the British territory. As regards the latter, the customs — line could 
be carried without any trouble; in regard to the former also, the Sa'^ar Board 
of Bevecue did not ©pprshend' “any jnsuperabl© difficulties in the way’% 
although much depended on' the determinauon of Government to support the 
arrangement; the Secretary of the Board wanted that Clerk should be directly 
approached, 'and informed of the degree of importance attached by Governmeat 
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. Clerk made a reply in Aagaet 1836.* Among the places men- 
tioned by Mr. Smith, the Collector of Government Customs, the British 
Goyemment had joint interest in Baria, Khizrabsd and Jagadhari. 
Clerk aiso referred to his despatches of October 23 and November 12 
1835,* relating to an arrangement, proposed by Sardarni Sukhan, which 
would enable the Government either to abolish the Customs— House at 
Jagadhari or render it more efficient.* Clerk also forwarded a document 
odginally in Persian, drawn up by the agents of the Chiefs of Kunjpura, 
Chappar, Zenpur, Ladwa, Thanesar, Dyalgarh, Chillaundi, Buria, 
Chichrauli, Busi and Dhanaura, through whose territories the proposed 
new line of the Customs-Houses would extend. It had been signed and 
scaled and jwesented to Clerk as a compliance with the wishes of the 
Board of Revenue in respect to the proposed Chowkis on certain 


{Continued f mm page 373) 

to the success of the i]iegotiatioia« la order to make the preveativa line effectives 
the whole of the establishment was to foe traQsferred from the Hariana line, to 
the Shah Nehr. The ’Lieiitenaiit<^ Governor approved of the transfer; the 
Secretary of the Board again requested the Lieutenant-Governor to 
be allowed to contact Clerk ‘‘with a view to making arrangements for carrying 
the frontier line through the Sikh villages on the canal which are under the 

Political Agent’s immediate superintendence*’. 

B. N. 3d, p. 132, March 8 , 1836, and 

Macsween to Deeds, Mach 24, 1836, B. H. 36, p, 133-34. 

Deeds to Mactween, April 8 , 1836, B. 36, p. 134 . 35 . 

It seams that the Hariana line inspite of its being incomplete was not .entirely 
given up because in 1843, Thomason, Secretary at Calcutta, observed to-Clerk 

that it would bs very agreeable to Govemor-Gsneral to give up the Hariana 
line — a course of action which might take some time. 


"'May 8, ; 1843).:.' 

I, Clerk to Metcalfe, August 1836, B. N, 82, L. N. 133 . 

« Of the two, the latter despatch 10 more important. 

It has been already discussed. 

Government did not agree to Clerk’s proposal or buying out the Sardarni for in 
dune 1841, he again wrote that Bs. 10,000 a year would satisfy her. He also 

express^himself infavour of abolitionof town and transit duties of fagadhari 

would immensely benfifc trade and that Government would not be a 
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\ . Accordkg/ to Cleri,. the^ iraportaBl ^ friBcipks laplieM by tlieia 
were tw 04 oM.-.;': : ■ 

(a) ' tbe tract of tbe country lying between the Jnirma and 
tbe .canal, Sbah Nehr, should with , exception to a narrow 
slip tp be defined, , be secured against the intrnsipn ;of 
British Customs OiEficers, and 

■ (b) that compensation should be made to. the Chiefs , either in : 

lard or annual mpney payment to a fixed amount for the 
present deterioration or destruction of their lands by the 
constant over-fiowing of the canal waterA 

Clerk went pn to say that the average breadth of the tract of 
marshy lands for which the Chiefs required compensation might be 
estimated at one hundred yards on each bank, although in some cases 
mischief, created by the canal, extended to half-a-mile or more. The 
land of both banks, being thus purchased by Government, w^ould be 
open to the Customs Patrols together with the Canal itself.^ Boundary 
pillars would be erected to define the limits of search. The Chiefs were 
willing to relinquish such lands by sale or exchange; the cost estimated 
by Clerk, was about Rs. 25,000 per annum or two or three thousand less: 
the lands to be relinquished by Chiefs was expected to yield about 
Rs. 5,000 a year, so that Government would have to bear an expense of 
about Rs. 20,000 per annum. 

Clerk then forwarded the copy of ‘Wajab-ul-ar^/ and gave bis 
own criticism of its various stipulations. They were, as follows : — 


1* Earlier also Clerk bad written about such land. He was of the view that 
these lands ouglit to be measured and than compensation paid. The annual 
loss of revenue was estimated by him to be between Bs. 1000 and Bs. 

Clerk had also expressed the opinion that Jumna, in certain months, eouk 
,,»err©, the purpose of a canal, to'form'a preventive line to ehecsk smuggling.. 
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G^mse 1. It proposed that compenSt^tion should be made to the 
Chiefs or money payments made for the damage, done to the lands on 

the anal. Clerk thought the demand quite reasonable. 

Clause 2. The clause stipulated that the interference of the 
Customs Officers in the lands, lying between the Jumna and Shah Nehr 

„,be'. prereiiteds, ’ 

Clerk 'remarked, that the . tract was cultivated iand' opeu; its exemp- 
tion from search' would be iuiruiateriah.if the .Shah' Nehr were . vigilantly 

: watched., ... 

fjlause S. It provided for the passing and re>passing the Canal 
fey the Chiefs, their retainers or their ‘Sipihis', as hitherto without 
interruption from an}*' body; also the villagers were to be permitted to 
crass the canal at all hours of day or night. 

According to Clerk, it wuuid be very inconvenient to the Chiefs 
to be debarred from this privilege; it would be still worse fcr the villagers, 
as the fields of were intersected by the Canal. 

Claused, This clause stipulated that when a Chief had a ferry 
on the Jumna, it would stiii belojig to him ; the revenue from them 
would be confined to the fare from passengers oniy., 

Clerk said that the ferries were few ; moreover, trade would 
no longer be subjected to the paymenf of the duties at the ferries. 

Clause d. The Chiefs claimed the right of establishing ferry- 
boats on the canal wherever the villages really need them; there was to 
be some reductu n in the amount of the fee now paid; permission was to 
be given to the village cattle to drink water from the canal. 

Clerk was of the view that the bridges would be built over the 
Shah Nehr which would obviate the necessity for more ferry boats and 
induce the proprietors to dispense with some now in use. At all events, 
the clause provided that such boats were to-be in a manner' under ' the 
control of the Customs Department. Cattle'' were given p0roiissioh"'to 


This clause pro%4ded that the Chiefs wobM Goatiiitte' 
to levy transit duties at certain Chowkis in the tract lying between the 
Juiinia and the canal , (Shah Nehir).or otherwise compeEsation hi paid 
to.them* 

.Aecordiiig to . Clerk, these duties, exclusive of the duties -on, 
merchandize levied at some' of the Jumna ferr'es, amounted to an inconsi-' , 
derable sum; Clerk, therefore, was of the opinion that the right be bought 
by. Government. 

Clmse 7, Inhabitants of villages he all'>wed to pass free with 
all articles for their use and consumption to the value of five' or six 
rupees; when the3Mequired larger quantities, a note from the Chief would 
•suffice to pass them. 

* 

Clerk thought that the rule could be so regulated as to prevent 
inconvenience to the people or embarassment to the Customs Department. 

Clause 8, It provided for the free transport of revenues realised 
in kind by the Chief residing on one side of the Canal from the villages 
on the other side ; this comprised all sorts of village produce, some 
taxable and other contraband. 

Clerk believed that the clause would require some consideration. 

Clause 9, The above engagement was to be made at first for 
three years ; at the end of this period, the British Government could 
consider the engagement null and void, if it did not fulfil the expecta« 
tions at present entertained of its advantages^ 

Apparently, Government was hot satisfied by these conditions 
as the reply of Metcalf was that Clerk should postpone \he negotiations 
for the establishment of British Custom — Houses. 


®®rk to Metealfe, August $, 1S3§, B. N. L. K*,. 13S,.„ 

to August 8, i888i» B., K.- If* B., tL 


. AboEi) ayear later, ,t^er:^;is afai^ piengon of the Shah Nehr 
lo a letter from Clerk in which be described the damage resulting fropi 
it./ According to'him cn' either side of the canal had .been, 

ihrowB cBt of ciaitivation and' as the mischief was ob the increases,, bitter 
, complaints were being' made by the Chiefs.! way of reply, M-r-^ calfe 
ill October 1837, foi warded a htter of Hamiilon in which the Lieutenant* 
Governor had declared that’ all losses incurred by the land^owners on the 
banks of the Shah Nehr should: be charged to and defrayed by the Canal 
Department. ■ Further, the Canal Superintendent had been required to 
propose measures for preventing such sort of damaged " Clerk admitted 
the -Justice of giving compensations ■ to the Sikh Chiefs which to ' him 
seemed "‘so,' obvious'", more- so when the previous consent of the Chiefs, 
to, the -buildihg of the canal had not been obtained^ Metcalfe' also 
suggested' the appointment of a well qualified surveyor to remeasure the 
lands in the presence of the accredited agents of the Chiefs.^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 25, 1837, B. N, 83, L. N. 43. 

Clerk wrote that the loss suffered by the\Princos and the cultivators was severe 
and the only way to lessen the evil was to control the flow of the canal water. ^ 

2 . Metcalfe to Clerk, October 28, 1837, B. N.-37, L. M. 103. 

Hamilton to Metcalfe, ,, 21, ,, „ p. 372. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 16, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 60. 

June 12, „ „ L. H. 68, 

fjlork added that no negotiations had been entered into with the Chiefs who 
were informed by a Proclamation to give all assistance needed. 

4. Metcalf© to Clei-k, October 10, 1833, B. 38, L. H. 67. 

,, Maciiaghtin, September 22, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 30o. 

There is no further reference to the canal or the working of the preventive line 
on it till 1843. In that year, Thomason, Secretary to the Supreme Government, 
expressed tho desire of the Governor-General to abolish all import duties in the 
Company’s dominions except those on salt and cotton 'and wanted Clerk, who', 
• was then the -Envoy at - Lahore, to negotiate -.with the Chiefs,',, ,„whos© terrltprles,, ■ 
lay along the left bank of the canal, for carrying on certain measures by 
«lo»g tk® canal to prevent smuggling. He further observed ; **Th# 


_ The , nexl, time : w -hear, of the,, ciistoms: ia 

Decemher* 1833, ^^lien Bfetcalfe. drew ■ the attefiti(>fi ■ of .. Clerk 
despatch from the Court of Directors, 'Tespecticg the improveriient of' 
the s}- stem under which transii: duties are levied by ' the Sikh ' ChiefSs 
asking h 'in to furnish him with a report. The .Court also expressed its 
opinion about the establishiBetit of the Preventive Hue. 


(ContinMl from pag^ ^78) 

proposed aboJitiou of all duties......... will be very gratifyijig to tlio Chiefs and 

will obviate many of iiio obji?ctions, hcrotoforo entertained to the granting of the 
aeeornnioilation nor.' rensonaVdy asked from them liy tJie British Governinent’b' 

;■ ■ ' (IhN. 133^L.X.,'77;May:8;i84^^^^^^ 

Bo the pievciitive line did nut work. The re'^uctane© of Government to accept 
the terms of the agreement or ‘Wajab*ul-arz’ proposed by Clerk betw^een itself 
and the Chiefs Iiad to do W'itli it, 

1, Metcalfe, to 'Cierkj iOeceinbei’ T7, 1838, B. N. 38, 'L.:X.'89. ■ , 

Torrens to Metcalfe, 20, ,, ,, p, 416, 

The relevant extract, was as follows : — 

Para IS. In addition to the object'which we ha-ve directed you not to lose sight 
oh namely that of inducing the Sikh Chiefs to improve their system of levying 
transit duties, you appear to be at present negotiating with some of them fo^' 

. thelocalsrrang6m©ntsby which:the..foest. situation given to tho Horth- 

W “^^ 3 t advantageous arrangement for both 

purposes, though one which it may not he easy to effect, would be agreement 
on th© part of the Chiefs to renounce the right of levying transit duties and to 
permit the British preventive line to b© carried round their territories, they 
receiving each share of the duties as may be agreed upon and as they may b® 
entitled to ; an arrangement of ;this sort should b® kept in view m one ultimatum 
and no proper opportunity should be omitted for making.an advance ; towards 

IBespatch Xo. 31, of 1838, dated , May. 16 ,, 1838^ KM ' 

Thisdesireof th® Courtof Blrfotofs rewimed ®a!y cherished IdtalferMaty 


[8803 , 

Clerk replied in a despatcii of February 1 , 1839, for ‘'the mode in 
WMch the Sikh Chiefs may be conci iated to rendering ' - he preventive 
line perfectly efficient'*, and referred to his communication of August 

5V,1836A , , 


of the system of collection of 
transit duties^ as desired by the Court of Directors, Clerk declared, as he 
had done before, that no great improvement consistent with the preser- 
vation of the acknowledged right of the Chiefs, was possible. As he had 
pointed out' repeatediy, the Chiefs attached a great importance lo this 
right.^ Another great evil WdS that the rates of duties differed in 
different states. These differences and the frtqu ncy of Custums Stations, 
owing to the great number of independent jurisdictions between the 
Sutlej and the Jumna, were the greatest handicaps to trade. Though 
trade was not greatly obstructed, it was put to a great inconvenience. 
In most of the cases, Clerk believed that the toll was very light and it 
was fairly due to the propr etors in return for the obligations in which 


i. Clerk to Metcalfe, Fobruary 1, 1839, B. K. 83, I*. H. lOL 

As already montioned, Government had refused to take any action on Clerk's 
despatch.' 

In tills connection, Clerk observed, as follows : — 

**Of these rights there are none they cherish with greater tenacity as marking 
to the public their possessions and their authority than, the right of levying these 
duties”, 

3. In 1835, Clerk had drawn thro attention of Government to the tolls levied by the 
Pattidars of Ambala on the high road amounting to onlj’ Rs. 864 per annum. 
Ho desired that these duties should foe abolished as tho recurrence of Chowkis 
at an interval of about a mile each was a source of great annoyance to traders 
and travelkris on such 'an important road* Th® Fattidars wwratob® given a 
small money compensation. 


z wos 
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they were strictly held to keep the roads open and safe ^ a point of view 
he had expressed' Before. Thus Clerk was not- opp'osed to the,,:/levy^ . of, 
/du.iies .by' the:,C,liiefi What he' Wanted vvas that the two de.fects '.of; the, 
sysDem:.«..;...d^ rates' of duties and 'a fre.que,Et ■ oecAirreiice .• of ' 

Cliowkis ..should be. removed so as to allow the trade ' to expand 

easily. ' ' ■ . .; 

, In the end It may b 3 observed, that 'the disputes. in which the' 
British G,3vernment was, involved \vitli the Protected Princes, , the 
altitude of the form?r was marked by a feeling of consideration for the 
sentiments of the latter. On the whoh', it tried to take a generous view 
in all such cases. The dispute with Putidla over the Bhatti - Hariana 
frontier is typical of Government’s outlook as some terri ory was given 
to Patiila even with ut much of a kg 1 justification Similarly in the 
matter of the village of Singhawa, Government went to the length of 
returning it to its two original owners, after having occupied it for a 
number of years. Not only was Clerk in hearty agreement with this 
liberal attitude of Government towards the Chiefs, but he insisted on its 
taking such a view in al disputes affec ing them. The case of Keonthal 
is a relevant example. 


1. All Interesting side light is thrown on the working of the Customs Houses by a 
letter of Clerk, dated March 17, 1840, addressed to Metcalfe. E.aja Gulab Singh 
was goingfrom^Lahore to attend the fair at Thanesar and begged Clerk’s help 
for a passage through the F.otect3d Sikh States, Clerk gave him all the assis- 
iance he could in the way of certificates to prevent his being molested by the 
British Customs House officials, humorously remarking that every Sikh going 
east-ward was, if poor, under apprehension of being rifled of his opium-box, 
and, if rich, of his Paslpniiia wearing apparel at the Customs Chowkis. Inspite^ 
of the certificates, he was harassed by the officials and so he complained to 

Clerk, who remarked : “ I did not think the regulations could be different 

for those highest in rank of a court which has for those last twenty years been 
courteous to every traveller known to be in service of or recommended by the 
■ :^,^^"Gompany’s.^.'Goy^rhment’^^ . 

Haturaiiy, the contrast was glaring. ' Eanjit Singh and his oMoials used to treat 
th© visitor© from Oompany'^s dominion, with great kindness. 


;t3S2| ■ ^ 

: Oil the-questiGii of impositipu, of custoras duties' by the 

PrinceSj'fioyerB0ieBt;;:took,iip,a fair^^ Altlioiigii, in its. anxiety 

to promote trade :in. its dominions, it had abolished all transit duties, yet 
/it made alio wances in accepting the claims of the Cis-SutieJ rulers based 
on existing practice. No coercive measure or even pressure was used in 
pursuading the Princes to agree to the abolition of such duties and \\,hen 
■■ tlietimber diu abolished, a money .compeasation 

was actually given to' the Chiefs concerned. Clerk ^ Mmseif, ' it may 'be 
noticed, was not in favour of the total abolition of transit duties, as the 
Chiefs had to be recompensed for' maintaining the security, of the roads, 
which :passed through their territories. a view with which Govern- 

ment also concurred. "Further, although' Government was amnions that 
the Chiefs should adopt a uniform policy, as far as the imposition of 
duties throughout the Cis-Sutlej area was concerned, yet it advised Clerk 
to achieve this object by pursuasion only; Clerk did succeed in negotia- 
ting some sort of agreement with them with the Irdp of his porsonal 
influence. Again, in order to check smuggling, which was so rampantj 
Government was keen to establish one set of Customs - Houses to form a 
preventive line along t le Shah Nehr. Clerk was asked to secure the 
agreement of the Princes to this end. He was eminentiy successful, even 
though Government went back on the view and thinking the- terms that 
he negotiated as too liberal, refused to ratify them. 


: imh ' 

GHAFTER ¥i: 


The-Biltlsli the 'mal-adiBielstratioa ef the Chiefs, 



The mal-administration of the Chiefs was one of the main 
problems with which the Agent at Ambala had lo contend. Not only the 
petty Chiefs rulfd nn- atisfac orily but the big Chiefs like Jind and 
Kaithal also were pr' ne to gross mal-administration of their territoiies. ^ 
Their conc<=ption of kingship and administrative arrangements was 
medieval and altogether out of date. They treated the resources of their 
vStates and their subjects as personal property. Almost every Cis-Sutlej 
Prince thought and behaved like this, the reason being that most of 
them had remained occupied either in mutually dest.'uctive warfare or 
in warding oft Muslim at ta:ks. Another reaso was tba their standard 
of public and private morality was very low so that they wasted much 
of their time and energy in drinking and debauchery. These vices 
sapped their vitality and rendered them incapable of thinking of the 
welfare of their subjects or even of their own. Scores of chiei tains died 
of intemperance at a very young age and without heirs and their estates 
lapsed to Government as the paramount power. Whenever the Political 
Agent at Ambaia reported an escheat, he invariably stressed the great 
c-enst^ of relief which the inhabitants felt on being freed from the oppre* 
ssive: character ■ of ; the native ■■rule* ' \ There might have been some 


I. According to Clerk, Patiala and Habha were the best governed of tho Ois-Sutlaj 

Tl» Calcutta 1^4, 



•lagger.ti n In the de(ail«t)< statements left by English efflcials.but 

^heir ge, eral ccdusiet s reflected faithMy the eristing state of .Hates, 

At the same time, the British administration in adjoimog parts in spite 

of its alien nature, was the most effleirnt of all, so that the rule 0 

CW is suffered strikingly in comparison. 

Another obstacle to good administration was the spent of 
turbulence displayed by the 'Akalis’, an esttremely fanatical and 
wlrant Slhh sect. Forming themselves into bands of armed horsemen 
C frefluenfly atfacked innoeen. ,«ople. The tmeps sent agamst tlmm 

generally .bowed forbearance owing to fhetr rehtrous character. The 

Mitieal Agents had. therefore, to adopt effective measures to meet the 
“lltegueutly Irising out of the eruptio. of the Ahali. tcw.tds the 

south of the Sutlef. 

For the purpose of keeping a check on refractory princes and 
unruly Akalis, a force 1st Local Hots. was kept at Ambala 

under the conttoloi the Political Agent. A. Best it solely consisted o 

men paid by Government; latir, it gave place to a force, fonned of 
cont4euts from a nnmber of Cis-Sutlej princrpalities. Tim later 
organimtion was not paid tegularlj and was not so efficient as ihe 
meceding one and drew much eflort from the Agent for n s unprov.ment. 

Clerk indeed, was very anxious to raise its standard as is shown by his 
taking up the question earnestly through addressing several despatches 

to Government. 

1. The mal-administration of Ajit Singh of Ladwa. 

Clerk in a letter of 1832, V addressed to Fraser, reported that 
disorders were prevalent in the Ilaqa of Ladwa and that no regard had 
bee > paid to his remonstances by Ajit Singh, the chieftain. The police 
arrangement in Ladwa and other districts of the estate were deficient. 


M, 1S32, Bt S* 7% ■ 


The Sardar had ^writteE to Clerk that he contemplated going to Hardwar 
and thence To Mnssoorie to spend the hot months.' Such conduct on the 
part of the Sardar was dis-respectfnl "■ to Glerk and" unbecoming to the . 
Supreme Government whom he represented. ^ ' ' 

Clerk wanted Fraser's permission for establishing a ®Thaiia’ at t 
Ladwa for securing the property of British residents; until the return of 
the Sardar. If, as he wrote, Fraser thought this measure to be a little 
drastic, he could at least dismiss the agent of Ladwa from the Residency, 
and express his disapprobation of the Sardar 's attitude some other 
tokens. That would enable Clerk "*in a few months to effect without 
any direct interference a reform of the present system of Ladwa", * 

Fraser's reply® explained that his opinion of Clerk's interdict to 
A] it Singh's leaving Ladwa was founded on the great hardship it would 
have been to a Hindu Chief and his followers to be prevented from 
visiting Hardwar at the Kumbh fair. Moreover, it womld have been 
interfering with the practice of their religion and the period of absence 
from Ladwa need not have exceeded ten or fourteen days at the most. 

In regard to the establishment of a British Thana at Ladwa, 
Fraser was afraid that the Governor-General would not accede to -Ms 
proposition as in his opinion there were not sufficient grounds for his 
recommending the adoption of the measure. 




Clerk did not want the Sardar to feo but Frkser wasa^ of the view that the former 
had been nndnly harsh and so the Sardar felt encouraged to leave for Hardwar. 
Clerk expressed^his regret on his having given advice to the" Sardar which had 
not been approv^ by Fiaser, and added that thftfetikless conduct of the Sardar ' 
was attributed by his T^akil at Ambala tp hii ulmd submission to the guidanca 
of his Mohammadan Agent at Delhi. . 


About, the 'preseiice of the Ladwa Agent , at , Delhi; Fraser ■ said 
that he would:' find out whether the practice was a new one; or of, old 
standing. ■ If new, he would discontinue to it; if old, he would have to 
approach the- Governor-General for orders. MeaniK'hile/Clerk was asked to, 
report the , .details of irregularities and acts of disobedience of the Ladwa 
Chief to Clerk’s authorit}?.^ 

, ■ For a few years, ■ I find .nothing more of Ladwa " being • mentioned 
in ' the correspondence until 1839, ■ when Clerk addressed Metcalfe,^ , 
forwarding a^ petition from, the Sardar in which he had complained, of the 
loss of his influence and revenue in his villages of Ramba, Randal and 
Dharar., ' Clerk felt that the double jurisdiction of ' the -Sardar and 
Government could not but prove detrimental to the former’s interests. 
The cause that had led to the introduction of the British Police in those 
villages appeared to Clerk to have been removed and the police and 
administration of the Ladwa estate was now as efficient as that of any 
average Protected State... .. a welcome change from the old times when 

Clerk had expressed his dissatisfaction with the administration in 
Ladwa. Clerk now admitted that there had been no complaint against 
Ladwa from the contiguous British jurisdictions, and asked Metcalfe to 
recommend to Government to comply with the request of Sardar 
Ajit Singh that his jurisdiction might be restored in those villages in 
consideration of efficiency.^ 


1. Lord William Bentinck wrote a personal letter to Ajit Singh asking him to restore 
tranquillity and order in his estate and to be guided by Clerk in all matters- 
B. N. 32, L. N. 127 A, December 19, 1832. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 18, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 111. 

:,3A''Ibid-.,:.' V 

That good opinion about the administration in Ladwa, he again expressed in a 
letter to Haddock on April 21, 1839* Clerk wrote that Rad Gobind Jas, th© 
Lahore Vakil, had on several occasions requested him to take an opportunity of 
making known to the Governor-General the Maharaja’s desire to confer on 
Sardar Ajit Singh of Ladwa, the title of Raja. So it was the earnest desire of th© 
Maharaja that the Governor-General should be pleased to confer that title on th® 
on behalf of th© British Government. 

(Oontinu^ m ntzi pmge) 
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Metcalfe sanctioned the transfer of the police of the three 
villages on the understanding that if it again became necessary for the 
British Government to locate p..lice in these villages, the entire adminis- 
tration of the villages will at the same time be assumed by the British 



{Oontinued from jage 386). 


The reason why Maharaja Eanjit Singh was so interested in the Sardar was that 
A jit Singh was his cousin and a favourite. The Sardar oeoasiojially paid visits 
to Lahore and had been introduced to the Gox'ernor-General by the Sikh ruler. 
His rank and position were also of consequence ; he stood next to the Bhai of 
Kaithal and the Phulkian Chiefs in rank and resources. Moreover he and his 
ancestors bad been well disposed to Government since its earliest connection 
with the Sikhs. 

Ihe British Government wanted to keep the Maharaja in good humour and 
accordingly tbs title of the Kaja was conferred on the Sardar. Maddook, 
communicating the news, observed as foUows 

it will afford much pleasure to the Governor -General, to have the 
opportunity of gratifying the wishes of the Maharaja by conferring on a 

chieftain, so well entitled to the distinction and a relative of His Highness, the 

title of tL Eaja and you will be pleased to intimate His Lordship’s oompliance 
with the Maharaja’s wishes on this occasion as a proof of His Lordship’s desire 

toavail himself of every opportunity of evincing his high esteem and personal 

regard for the Maharaja”. 'Maddook to Clerk, Aprile 29. 1839, B. K. 39. L. H. 

22 ). 

Griffin in “The Bajas of the Punjab”, on page 609 (Appendix C) gives the 

sixth place to the Ladwa Sardar the other five being Patiala, Kaithal. 

Nabha Jind and Kunjpura. It had a force of 1000 cavalry and its revenue was 
about Rs 160 000 a year. The list is not believed to be very authentic by him. 
Again on page 617, Griffin gives the revenues of Ladwa as amounting to Rs. 217, 
560, while its forces numbered about 1930. 

According to Lawrence, the Ladwa estate comprised one hundred and seventy 
eight villages with an annual revenue of about two and a half lakhs of rupees 
and was one of the worst managed Of all the Protected States. (Calcutta 

Review, Vol. II : October-Deoember, 1844, p. 198). , 

In 1843, Ajit Singb rebelled. His entire estates were confiscated and he was 
imprisoned at Allahabad from where he contrived to escape and is supposed to 
have died in Kashmir. 

Gunrie to- iBroMfpbtt jP®®®®^^;: J 

Also see, OifSn’s “The Bajas of the Punjab”— p. 8S. 189 * 19I. 


■'GoverBm©iit^ It ssems that Clerk had been too sanguine about A]it 
Singh’‘s administfation and was soon to be disillusioned. In July 1842, 
he addressed a despatch to Maddock on the subject of Apt Singh's 
behaviour.^ The Sardar, according to the reports ' received by Clerk, had 
been conducting himself in an outrageous manner towards his people and 
his children now growing up. His sons had to fly to Clerk at Ambala 
in order to escape their father’s wrath. Clerk described them as 
'^remarkably well conducted young men” connected by marriage with 
very respectable Chiefs. They urged on Clerk to intervene but the 
latter did not consider it a case for the authoritative interference of the 
British Government. In order to express his displeasure, Chief dismissed 
. the Ladwa Vakil from attendance on hitn-rather a drastic step.^ 
Moreover, Clerk convinced the lads and the Ladwa’s subjects that he 
would not prohibit their resistance to the tyranny of the Sardar. This 
belief was confirmed when Clerk warned the Chiefs of adjoining territory 
to prevent any support by their subjects to either side in the event 
of hostilities at Ladwa and took means to ensure strict attention being 
paid to these injunctions. Thit seemed to have frightened R«ija Ajit 
Singh^ who asked Clerk’s permission to visit Lahore according to his 
practice of doing so on festivals. This request was supported by the 
Lahore Court daring Clerk’s recent visit there Clerk agreed 
hoping against hope that Ajit Singh might mend his ways 
and profit by the visit. Clerk had rendered him good 
advice both in private and in the presence of others in the most 
friendly terms but to no effect. The Raja would invariably relapse 
after short intervals into his habits of excessive debauchery and opium 
eating. Clerk considere i that his mind had become impaired by his 
depraved course of life.® 


1. Maddock to Cierk, May 27, 1839, B. H. 39, L, K, 32, 

Maddock to Metcalfe, May 22, 1839, B, N, 39, p, 342-43 

2. Cierk to Maddock, July 17, 1842, B. K, 154, L. K. 16, 

3. According to Clerk, ‘^These extreme cases generally correct themselves under 
suoli treatment’’. 

4. Clerk remarked that tlie Raja was very averse to subject his character to such 
a test. (B. H. 164, L. N. 16), 

5. Cierk to Maddock July 17, 1842, B. K 164, L, N. 36. 

Lawrence called Ajit Singh as ‘^a dissipated, ill-disposed person, a tyrant in hi® 
mm family and as a Chief perfeotly^ wreekleia”. 

RwieWi' VbL n; p. ^ 



Clerk'a despatches show that the state of Jind also was suffering 
from disorders through ‘‘lack of governance*’. His despatch addressed 
to Fraser in 1832 reported that outrages had been committed in the 
Roht&k division by the subjects of Jind.^ Clerk had referred this matter 
to the Raja, but did not hope for any redress, till Fraser supported him 
in the action he was proposing to adopt. ^ He had also sent a letter to 
the Raja of Jind who bad learnt that Fraser was also not ieeling much 
satisfied with the state of things prevailing in Jind. Clerk was emphatic 
that Jind was the worst of the several ili-managed states bordering on 
Karnal and Hariana frontiers. This was due to the conduct of the 
Raja who had for some years past refused to dwell in or even to visit 
Jind and had taken up his residence at a distance of ninety miles. The 
predecessor of Clerk, Murray, had sent a native officer to administer 
Jind- an action which had brought the Raja back. But ao sooner had 
the officer been withdrawn, than the Raja went away again. 

Fraser replied in a letter ® in June, 1832, that Diwan Singh, 
the Chief officer of Raja Sangat Singh, came to see him at Hansi, and 
adverted to a wish that Clerk had expres^sed that the Raja should 
immediately proceed to Jind. Diwan Singh pointed out to Fraser that 
the Raja could not return so soon on account of heat until the first fall 
of rain. Thinking it to be a genuine reason, Fraser saw no urgent 
objection to this delay and also expressed likewise to the Raja in a letter 


L Clerk to Fraser, May 28, 3832, B. N. 78, L, N. 27. 
Murray to Fraser, March 20, 1826, B. N. 73, h. H. 43. 
„ „ ^ June 17, 1826, B. K.; 72, -L. N. 479. 

There were disorders even in days of Murray. 
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■ Fraser did not think that the residence of the Raja in -:^^ 

■so. very important.^ Had he thought so, he would have urged it upon the 
Raja.' ■ In regard to' his residing at Sangrur, Fraser understood the 
reason; after all, he had, been born and brought up there; moreover, he 
was nearer Ms august relative, Maharaja Ranjit Singh, who was very 
fond of him.' In the end he observed: . *‘I do not deny that there would' 
be S0;me advantages in' having, nearer our frontier than the Sutlej' and 
particularly so if he was a man of influence and of'talent or of ripe age 
but his character is not of that stamp nor is the extent of his district so 
important to make the advantages of h‘s presence at Jiad paramount 
over other considerations of weight... ..^however 1 shall not express 
myself in any manner likely to lead him to suppose and disapprove of 
the advice you hive given him, for the advice is good’'. 

But it seems that the remonstances of Clerk produced no effecfe. 
Outrages were committed on British subjects for which no redress could 
be obtained; the demoralisation of the state was complete. In March 
1833, Clerk reported that an attack had been made on Captain Talbot in 
the Jind Territory, ^ and added that the practice of addressing the Raja 


L Frasor wrote, as follows : — do not attach so much importance to® 

Sangat Singh’s residence at Jind as you do His father and grand-father 

staying there had some effect but not sd much as you anticipate from the 

present Chief leaving Sangrur and Jind ...If we were sure of the benefit of the 

kind you expect from Sangat Singh’s living at Jind, I would not hesitate to urge 
that upon iiim” 

♦*It does not appear after all that the residence of the Chiefs of Kaithal and 
Ladwa at the towns respectively has proved those advantageous results in the 
d'striets you expect form the residence of Sangat Singh at Jind”. 

(Fraser to Clerk, June 18, 1832, B. JSf. 32, L. H 41) 

2. Clerk to Fraser, March 22, 1833, B.N. 79, L. R, 13. 

Clerk wrote a personal letter to Talbot expressing his regret on his having been 
subjected to such an outrage and assured him to doing his best to get the Jind 
authorities pay compensation to him and apprehend the perpetrators (B. N. 79, 

, 193). He also wrote to Major-General Adam?, Com aanding, Sirhind Division, 
Karmh that ha would try to get redress for Talbot irom the Jind authorities. 


I i 


of Jind from the Agency Office, Ambala, only remained in form as the 
Raja did not pay any attention. According to him, the Raja used to 
avail himself of the means he possessed of conductirg his relations with 
the Ambala Agency through the superior office at Delhi. The result was 
that the references made to Jind authorities by Clerk were not acted 
upon, until it was ascertained, through their agents at Delhi, whether 
the necessity for doing so might not be evaded.* Cleik admitted that in 
ordinary mattf rs it did not occasion any great inconvenience but the 
attack on Talbot was a serious matter and prompt action should be taken 
for the apprehension of the perpetrators of this daring outrage. He 
appealed to Fraser to lend him his support.* 


8. Mal-admlnlstratlon in Kalthal. 

Things were bad in Kaithal also, Wiiting in May, 1832,^ Clerk 
remarked that he had great hopes of reporting a better state of things 
in Kaithal; many malefactors had been canght and he thought that they 
would be severely dealt with. But the needful was not done as the 
rui^ of Kaithal, Bhai Udai Singh, had been invested with the sole 
authority only a short time back; and that perhaps might have caused 
the d lay. 


Again when corresponding with Metcalfe in 1837 on the question 
of Hariana frontier. Clerk observed that there was no responsible adminis- 
tration in Kaithal with which he could negotiate on the matter, ^ 



1. That was a characteristic of other Chiefs also. I have referred to this point in 


conclusion agian, 

2. Jind was badly governed under Sangat Singh but its administration materially 
improved under Sarup Singh, who proved to be quite a capable ruler. 

Calcutta Keview, Vol. II, p. 196-07. 

« Q 0 tk to Metealfe, Juiia 30, m% B, % S3, I,. H. 4, . , ■ 


men iCaithal had been declared a lapsed territory in March 1843. 
Clerk in a letter to Hamilton, Secretary to Government of the North-West 

Province, described its condition in the following words^ 

“An inspection... of the Kaithal has convinced Major Lawrence 
of the deplorable state of neglect to which the late Government of 
Kaithal had for some years abandoned the inhabitants. There are 
villages but there is little or no cultivation. The villagers live for the 
most part on plunder............’’ Veritably, the annexation of the stale 

must have proved a bo3n to the inhabitants. 

That the condition on the borders of these states even Patiala 

being no exception.., was equally deplorable, would be apparent 

from the following : — In Se tem'ber 1839,® Maddock forwarded a 

Complaint from the Mag^'strate of the Western Division, Delhi, The 
Magistrate wanted to bring to the notice of Government serious disorder 
in the villages in the Kaithal and Patiala territories adjoining the North 
and North-East corner of the Western Division of Delhi territory*® The 
object of Maddock was that Clerk should call upon the Chiefs to put a 
stop to the discreditable proceedings which were having a serious effect 
on the tranquility and well-being of British territory. 



1. CJlerk to Hamilton, April 28, 1843, B. N. 88 A, I». N. 83, 


t« Maddock to Clerk, September 26, 1839, B. N. 39, I«. 48, 

a. Brown to Maddock, September 8, 1839, B. 39, p* 465-68. 

Brown, the Magistrate, reported of serious disorder and disorganization in his 
district; attacks were made by villages of opposite parties, cattle were taken 
away, innocent people were killed and property was looted. Inspite of his best 
efforts, he could, not ob|iain any componsation for victims from the "S akils ; of 
Kaithal and Patiala. 

He also remarked : considerable enmity and bad feeling had prevailed 

for some months past betwe6||§&h authorities of both liaqas, who wink at, if 
they do not positively encourage the acts ^©flplunder and aggression committ^,,, 
by th© of their own ' '' 
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4. The aggreselons o| the Akallsi aad the Sikh Contingent at Ambals. 


1. The Akalis had been a cause of anxiety to 'Captain Murray also as^ is apparent 
by a number of letters wb ioh passed between him and Elliott, the Resident at 
Delhi. Writingin 1823, Murray reported the depredations of an Akali named 
Naina Singh and' his : calling on the Raj a of ■■ Patiala ^ to ©xp©! him from ' the 
Protected territory. ' (B. N. 71, L.'N. 84, and L. N. 97), Again in 1824, Murray 
talked of an attack on the village of Nihang Khan of Kotila by the Akalis in 
which the son of the Khan was killed. The troops of Patiala and Malerkotla 
defeated and dispersed them {B. N. 72, L. N. 49). He issued a proclamation 
to the Protected Sikh Chiefs for the more effectual suppression of bloodshed and 
outrage by Akalis from the north bank of the Sutlej (B. N. 72, L. N. 56) 
Again Murray reported to Elliott that several Akalis had entered Delhi from 
Hyderabad with the intention of raising disturbances in Patiala and Ambala 
(B. N. 72, L. N. 101). Four years later, Murray once again talked of the 
Patiala troops defeating Akalis who were devastating the country between 
Anandpur and Damdama and killing the leader XJttam Singh. He also suggested 
that Maharaja Ranj it Singh be addressed on the subject. 

(B. N. 75, L. N. 53, April! 2, 1828). 

Writing to Colonel Fagan, Adjutant General, Murray observed that Ranjit 
Singh, if sincere in his endeavours, had means to check the yearly depredation® 
of the Akalis? if they tried to enter the Protected States, he was prepared to 
expel them. (B. N, 76, L. N. 294, February 11, 1829). 

Elliott in a letter of April 2, 1824, expressed his intention of recommending 
to Government that a party of Skinners’ Horse be permanently located at 
Arabala to act against the Akalis ; Ranjit Singh '■was to be addressed regarding 
the proceedings of the Akalis. (B. N. 24j D. N. 61). Again Elliott on May 26 
1824, approved of the measures adopted for repelling the aggression of the Akalis, 
and acknowledging the services of the Patiala troops. (B. N. 24, D. K. 105). 
On April 15, 1828, a ‘Kharita’ was addressed to Ranjit Singh dealing with the 
Akali problem (B, N. 28, L. N. 79). Again Cole-brooke, the Resident, 
approved of the measures taken by Murray with a view to preventing the 
depredations of the Akalis (B. N. 29, L. N. 37). 

Wade, the Political Assistant at Ludhiana, had also to deal with the Akali 
problem. He addressed two letters to Colebrooke, the Resident on© on 
December 29, 1828 (B. N. 96, L. N. 190) and the second on February 3, 1829 
(B. N. 97, L. N. 108) and a third to Mmray on January 31, 1829 (B N. 97, L. 


^ In July 1832, Clerk reported^ to Fraser that a party of Akalk„ 
fourteen or fifteen in number, plundered the crops at Shahabad. Out of 
three sepoys sent to check them, two' were attacked and' killed, by themi' 
while the third escaped wounded/ Sardar Kahan 'Sii.gh of Shahabad 

the matter to Clerk and requested him to send a Rissala of the 

^ Skinners Horse, ■stationed at Ambala. ■ Clerk did not do' so 'but ' held 'a 
party in Iq intercept them,,- -if , they' tried; to .■•escape. . .Clerk 

informed Fraser-that he had' called upon' the rii-ler^-of Patiala and Kaithal 
other chiefs, to apprehend them^ and’ should' the}? ■ oiler resistance, to 
attacn them. Fraser asked Clerk to despatch" a party of Skinners" Hors''' 
^•0 assist the Sikh troops in expelling the Akalls®' 


(GmHnneifrom pnge 393) 


IJl). Ill the first, Wade warned tlic Resident against the expected attacks of 
_ the Akalis on the approach of the “Basant’h He wanted Murray to repeat the 
proclamation to the Protected Princes asking them to prevent the Akalis fromi 
ntering their territories. He also informed the Resident of the precautions 
TEj .. ^he second letter, he detailed the measures taken by 

anyit Singh to prevent the Akalis from crossing the Sutlej. In the third letter, 
addressed to Murray, he asked him to warn the Rupar and Singhpura Chiefs 
agamst allowing the AkaiJs from .crossing the Sutlej. 


® 6' 1829 to adopt Wade’a 

o/p “'^ads of the Akalis during the ensuing festival 

of“Basant”. (B. N. 29, L. N. 3). ' 


says that Eanj it Singh was afraid to interfere too closely with those men; 

ough little better than drunken savages they were supposed by the Sikhs 

to ^ s^i-saored character, and were useful when desperate deeds were 

but tfi reckleas valour turned many a wavering fight into a victory 

and n Jr”*/ the Maharaja’s reign 

r f em roiled him with the English by their attack upon Metcalfe’s 

.V ^asaln^ 

VoT the Akalis, see the. Calcutta Review. 


Writing again ab>iit the Akali party, ^ Clerk, reporte 1 " its" having 
evaded the vigilance of a pirty sen tin its search by the Raja of Patiala, 

■ t But whe a the , Akalis neared Malerkotla, the vuler, sent some horsemen i6 

iv attack, them, as Clerk, had enjoined upon 'him to 'aid in their capture, , 
The Malerkoila pa’ty came np with.the Akaiis who refused to.snbmit;. A 
fight, ensued and r;esjalted ia.,-the d-ath' and capture, of ^ the whole party. 
In' the course of the, performance of'thei ■ duty, the Kotla Horsemen were 
■ carried' beyond the limits of their principality;' they overtook the Akali 
in the contiguous lands of the village Mohal belonging to Maharaja 
Ranjit .Singh. ■ ■ 

Fraser on behalf of Government, conveyed than^?sto the Rais of 
Malerkotla and his horsemen for their successful exertions in preventing 
the escape of the Akaiis ^ He further stated that the circamstance i of 
the pursuers having been carried in their eagerness beyond the limit of 
their mister’s juiisdiction was a matter of no consequence. Clerk also 
apprecht d the restrdn t ind moderation exercised by Maharaja Ran jit 
i' Singh in this matter.^ According to him, the conduct of the Sikh xuler 

of Lahore was deserving of great praise and that, in turn, was a proof of 
his cordiality and good feeling towards the British Government. Clerk 
had also a goo i word to say regarding the conduct of the Thaneclar of 
Mohui, a village belonging to Lahore, as the fugitives w^ere Akaiis and 
their pursuers were Mobammadans. 


L Clerk to Fraser, 5, 1S'32,'B. N. 7S, L. H., 39. 

S. Fraser to Clerk, July .1832, B. 32, L. H. 

Clerk, watching the reaction of the Maharaja, observed : '^The conduct on 
such an occasion of any other chieftain reckoning among his subjects a class 
of overbearing fanatics would probably have been to have .first .saved his. credit 
' , with thmi in instantly -retaliating on the pOTsueirs ,md then ,to ..hay© 

, to the Supreme :Goy^ment ,fpr ^am .tWoontepBifcble .and 
proceeding on the part '©f Msiofficera at-a ^ , 'j.; ^ 
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Again in 1 837, Clerk reported to Metcalfe that, a hundred Akalis 
had crossed the Sutlej in the Mamdot territory, itua'ed below Ferozepur 
and had arrived at Mukteshwar, a fort situated between the Protected 
Sikb States, though belonging to Lahore.^ Their incur.non excited alarm 
among the Protected Princes. Wade appealed to the Maharaja who sent 
an officer to recall them. Clerk later wrote that the Akalis were induced 
to return to the mouth of the Sutlej by that officer and a detachment. 
Sent by Maharaja Ban jit Singh. * 

The Akali menace was considered a serious one by Clerk, as he 
refers to it again and again especially in the discussion which ensued 

between him and Government over the nature of the duties of the Horse 

at Ambala. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 14, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 1. 

Metcalfe, in his reply dated Janaary 16, 1837, informed Clerk that the Brigadier 
Commanding the Sirhind Division, had been apprised of the occurrence ani 
requested to attend to any requisition that he might receive from him Thi 
showed that Government also took a serious view of the situation created by 

the Akahs m crossing the Sutlej and proceeding to the fott of Mukteshwar. 
(Metcalfe to Clerk, January 16, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 4). 

The Brigadier assured Metcalfe that due attention would be paid to any requisi- 
tion for military aid to repel the Akalis (B. K 37, L. N. 6, January 23, 1837). 

S. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 24, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 2. 

There were other incursions of the Akalis; for example, in 1839. aerk reported an 
affray between some Government Sawars and the Akalis of Damdama (B N 39 
L. N. 27). In 1840, another band of Akalis seemed to have made their way into’ 

/ the Protected States as Metcalfe in a letter to Clerk asked him to report their 
movements (B. N. 126, L. N. 66. March 28. 1840). Similarly Haddock. Secretary 
to Government of India, forwarded to Clerk the correspondence of Wade 

regaxdingthedisturbancescreatedbyabody of Akalis from the North of the 

Sutlej at Sirhind (B. N. 126, L. N. 73, April 27, 1840) 

Eeplyingto M^dook's letter. Clerk observed that the Akalis repaired from 

■ . “ K ^ - disLbance “ 

' " ^ authorities and driven back 
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h this.foroe of horsemen (1st Skinners’ Horse > numbering one 
undred, ».s kept at Ambals in order to provide support to the Political 
Agent rn the e.ecut.on of his mnltifariou, duties In ,h. days of Clerk 

^TbTd a r'n Contingent 

»ntnbu ed by the Promoted Princes, which already existed tho'ugh U 

was smaller aad not wall organised. 

In 1832, * Colonel Casement, Secretary to Government Military 

Department, inquired of Clerk “the mature of the duties on which the 

men of the detachment of the 1st Irregular Horse.........are employed as 

well as the manner in which the detachment is distributed”. Clerk 
replied: 3 repeated incursion into these Protected States of 
bodies of the fanatic d and turbulent priests called Akalis having rendered 
it necessary to call on some of the Sikh Chiefs for the aid of Mussalman 
troops to r. pel such aggressions and these troops being not always to be 
replied on for the due performance of such service, on account of the 
religious prejudices of their Chiefs, « the Governor - General’s Agent at 


Ik The force was stationed at Ambala to act against the Akalis la 1824, Eiiiott* 
the Resident, writing to Murray, intimated his intenfon of reccmmeLding to 
Government that a party of Skinaers’ Horse be permanently located at Ambala 
to act against the Akalie and other marauders. (B. N. 24, L. N. 61, April 2 
1824). M. a. Reynel, Com-nanding, Meerut Division, informed Murray that 
he had issued the necessary orders for the location of 100 of Skinners’ Horse at 
Ambala and asked him to write to the Officer Commanding at Hansi. 

(B. N. 24, L. N. 106, May 27, 1824). 

Murray writing to Z. W. D. Conway, Station Staff Officer on November 15, 1823- 
intimated to that officer that under the authority of the Governor Ge ^ 1 * 

complete Rissala of Skinners’ Horse had been ordered to be stariloILtTrball 

(B. K. L. H. 432) 

Oasemsit to Clerk, September 17, 1S32, B. N. 32, Ls 74. 

Clerk to Casement, October 10, 1832, B. K, 78, L. N. 70. 

The Akalis, in Spite of their lawless habits, were respected by the Sikhs and m 
most of the Protected Princes, werl Sikhs, they were averse to th# of thei^* 


t),elhi reconim.eiidedrthat''oiie Ii'Bnd'red'’Of ^the '■Siio-iaers' " Horse should be 
stationed at.:Affibaia io':act on either \by', themselves or in' 
support of the Sikh Chieftains on the occurrence .of -any .such outrages"'. 
Clerk t.hen went on to .give one instance; .the 'Akalis cut up a Thana near 
Ambala .and were punished with the help of the Skinners.'" Horse; that 
. happened only in August 1832, three months before ; the writing ' of the 
letter. As a result of ‘the stationing^' of the Horse, the ..Protected ■ States, 
were visited less frequently by the desperate Akalis. Though the number 
of. the Skinners* Horse -was n< t more than'' half the " number previously 
kept^' yet it was sufficient "for the p..urpose, ■. 

' ■ Another use of the that it was -Trequently employed 

and very advantageousiy; to check hos ilities ' among these ' and many 
turbulent proprietors, especially in the sowing season*"* As Clerk 
observed: ‘The most outrageous conduct on such occasions of any of the 
petty chiefs is commonly put a stop to by securing the aggression with 
a Dastuck of a few of these Horsemen; the cause of dispute is then 
inquired into and the difference arranged by the Local Agent. Instead 
of fifty lives being sacrificed in these, -quarrels, one is sacrificed". That 
was the reason why Clerk ’expressed '■'himself, so: emphatically against 
the withdrawal of the party of Skinners" .Horse or the substitution of 


I. .Clerk to Casement, October lO, 1S32, B. N. tS, li. 

Writing in January 1837 to Metcalfe, Clerk clearly explained that Government 
in 1824 had directed that a Bissala from the 1st Local Horse and an efficient 
contingent of the Sikh Hors© should be maintained at Ambala to guard against 
the attacks of the Akalis. (B. N. 83> L. E". 1. ). 

But as the former proved adequate to the task that it was expected to perform^ 

. the latter was neglected. The first time the Chiefs were requested to send their 
pontlngi^nts was In the days of Murray, who was personally responsible for it. 


Horsemen of-any other idescriftipn-in their place*.^ ■ 

But Government was not convinced by the arguments of Clerk 
As ia 1833 Ms opinm^ to the expediency of withdrawing 

that f ice and replacing itbya body of - equal or greater strength to- be 

tenished by tie Prbtec^^^^ ■ ■ 


In reply, he referred to the letter that he had addressed to 
Colonel Casement in- the previous year and repeated the Government had 
ordered the stationiug of a sufficient body of Horse at Ambala in order 
to prevent the outrages, generally perpetrated by the Akalis He also 
gave one specific example; Maharaja Ran Jit Singh adopted certain 
coercive measure v agaii st the Akalis who retired to Anandpiir MakHoWai; 
on this side of- the Sutlej. Some apprehensions were awakened by their 
Ticinity but far less anxiety alarm prevailed than would have been 
felt, had it not been known that their movements were closely watched 
by the Local Agent, and that a body of troops was there in readiness to 
act against them or to check them* 


L Clerk observed; *‘In considering, therefoie, how much bloodshed is thus spared 
as well as the check they offer to thejncursions of the Akalis into the viilages of 
our own subjects In this direction, I should regret the withdrawal of the party 

of Skinners’ Horse ” At another place, Clerk wrote : ‘‘The rapid progress 

which agriculture is making in these states is almost incredible. But it is easy 
to imagine the manner and spirit in which a Sikh Jat...... intrudes his plough on 

the confines of another proprietor. Thus arise the most serious frays that now- 
a-days occur in these states. In preventing these collisions and in averting 
when they take place,, the excesses which would otherwise ensue, consists a not 
unimportant part of the duti.ea of the 1st Local Horse”. (B. JSf. 82 -, L. Jj?", 1:27) 

In the days of Murray, there was not only the Local Horse but also the Sikh 
Contingent, although the number oft he latter was fe wf r in as much as Ladwa 
ardar and Shamsinghia Sikhs did furnish any quota. Oovernment now 
wanted that^^erlc ong}j,t', to he omtent only w|uo|i 
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Clerk was not ia favouf of substitution of this force by / any 
Contingent contributed by the Sikh allies. He thus explained: , /The 
ob|,ect ion to the withdrawal' of Rissala is that whatever ' description of 
horse, the Sikh Chieftains might be directed to substitute^' the latter 
would not be so much relied upon io act effectively against those, who 
although discountenanced in consequence of their violent and reckless, 
habits are-still regarded with feelings of religious- veneratio-n by the Sikhs 
in generaF-^ 

This despatch also failed to influence Government: in favour of 
keeping the 1st Local Horse at Ambala. Writing to Fraser,^ Clerk 
acknowledged bis letter, transmitting the orders of Government for the 
withdrawal of the party of the Local Horse from Ambala. He added 
that it would leave for Hansi immediately. He then went on to 
observe that lit rie reliance could be placed on the contingents which 
might be contributed by different states; they would consider themselves 
responsible only to those, to check whose aggressions aid to control 
whose subjects, they were to be employed 

As to the number of Horse kept by different states, Clerk stated 
that in 1824s Patiala had furnished 100 Horse; Jind, Kaithal and 
Nabha 50 each, and MaleikotJa 25.® The number was only ncminal as 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 30, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 26. 

2. „ „ July 19, 1833, B . N. 79, L. N. 56. 

3. Tliere were disputes among the Pathans of Malerkotla, regarding the proportion 
in which they were to furnish the Contingent. Clerk proposed that each be 

* required to furnish according to the share of the Malerkotla revenues ; the Rais 
to furnish 10 Horsemen and 5 each by the other three (B. 80, L. N. 170, 

September 27, 1834). Fraser expressed his agreement with the arrangement 
proposed (B. H. 34, L. N. 60, October 1, 1834). But on September SO, 1837, 
Clerk informed Metcalfe that the Rais of Malerkotla had addressed him a 
letter that Bahmat Ali Khan and Turabaz Khan did not want to comply with 
the prescribed terms of payment of their quotas of Horse furnished by them 
for the duties of the Agency. The Rais had requested him to bring it to his 
(Metcalfe’s) notice. Turabaz Khan was demurring on the plea that h© was 
lippealing to Delhi against former proceedings. (B. N. 83, L. K, 46). 
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they were neither in quality nor in' number, what tfcey ■ werev originally 
proposed to be 'Clerk further suggested , that, the .Ladwa Sardar also 
should be asked to send a - contingent of 25 "Horse. - He a’$o ■ wanted that 
a .proportion their native officers, should be cither nominated by 
Government or the Governor-General^s Agent at Delhi and was emphati* 
cally of the view, that it would very desirable that a party, from the Ris- 
sala, about to be ' withdrawn, should .be. continued at. Ambala, until the 
arrangement was ; completed for the substitution ' of Sikh Horse of a 
proper descriptioad In short, Clerk did not want the substitution but 
being helpless to prevent, tried to delay it. 


Clerk's fears that the Sikh Contingent would not be quite 
satisfactory, proved to be true. When Sangat Singh of Jind died and 
the state, on account of want of heirs, was declared an escheat and 



{Continued from 400 page) 


Later on, Metcalfe invited Clerk’s opinion about the obligation of the Malerkotla 
Pathan® to furnish the Contingent. He, on his own part, could discover 
no such obligation, although the British Government had the 
right to demand military service from the Protected Chiefs, under the 
Proclamation of May 6, 1809. But saoh right did not in his opinion extend 
I beyond the special occasion which might render the exercise of it necessary, 

i In his support, Metcalfe quoted the example of 1824 when, on the inroad of 

! Akalis. thePathansof Malerkotift were called upon to furnish a contingent. 

(B. N. 38, L. ISr. 3, January 11, 1S38). 

Clerk in his reply, dated January 16, 1838, stated that there were no order* 

; ' more specifically requiring the presence of the Mal.rkotla Contingent than those 

of 1824, (B. N. 83, L. N. 56). 

: The order of 1824 was the one which requisitioned Contingents from other 

Chiefs as well. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, July 19, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 56. 

Clerk compared the peace and tranquillity prevailing in the Ambaia district in 

hi* time with that to be found about twelve years earlier. Even the Political 
Agent had to live in the fort as it was unsafe to reside without. Although the 
credit went to the police at Ambala, the expense of which was home by petty 
Chieftains, yet the service of the Btssala had . materially contributed to that 
improvement. The police at Ambala collated of Barkandazea furnished bf 


orders' wer e prcB should, be' taken 'over .bj? 'the Political 

^ Agent, be had to ask.; the Commanding, Officer at ^Hansi' to. send a 
deta'chme'nt of troops to Jind to enable him to carry the^ orders' : of ' 
Government. ' Therefore, he again suggested that a Rissak of, Irregnlar 
Horse might be stationed ' at Ambala **with advantage to the ■ public 
service**, remarking that no reliance could be placed upon the service of 
the : Sikh C'ontm^^ He' added : '*Had my escort 'now, consisted of 
such, the purpose in view.... .. would have been promptly effected, 
’without the necessity of applyii g elsewhere for assistance**.^ The reply 
of Metcalfe ® was that his application for a det^ichment of Irregul r 
Horse to be stationed at Ambala would be immediately submitted for the 
consideration and orders of the Honourable the Governor of Agra, 

It seems that Government awoke to the necessity of doing 
something in the matter. Metcalfe addressed two letters ^ to Clerk, 
the first on October 14, 1835, and the second a fortnight later. In the 
first, Clerk was asked to state the circuipstances and authority under 
which the detachment of the Skinners* Horse was withdrawn; in the 
second letter, Metcalfe desired to know whether the arrangem- nt directed 
by Government, viz, the substitution of a Sikh Horse had been found to 
be defective and if so, clerk was to submit a full report of the 
circumstances and causes of its inefficiency. 

Clerk replied:^ ‘‘The horsemen of the Sikh Contingent, stationed 
at Ambala, are not at present constituted, efficient for the services 
which they are designed to perform because first they are ill-paid, their 
rates differ but the highest paid receive six annas per diem and find 


1 

Clerk to Metcalfe, September 16, 

1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 104. 


Clerk to Skinuer, ,, 

■ '9 > : 

' . L. N.:i54. 


Clerk to Skinner, „ 

17, 

166. 

w. 

Clerk to Matcalfe, ,, 

16, 

,, ,, Ij, IS". 104. 

3. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, „ 

22, 

B./N.36, L.:lir.:66. 

ill 

,, »> October 


18.36, B. N. 35, L. N. 63. 



28, 

rli. N, 66i • 


Clark to Hoveja:?.b©r 2/ B, 1^. .SI, b. K, 
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: florse/''Armsi;*.;vv;..aiid they often 
kept a year or more in arrears and thirdly to run into 

tlebt at Ambala, Gccasioning innumer agamst them...,,,Llastly 

because their realizing at ail the pittance assigned to them, depending 
on their conductiog themselves in a manner satisfactory to their 
employers, to repel whose aggressions or to suppre^s whose hostilities 
towards neighbours, forms their proper duty— they dare not act 
otherwise, than as partisans when present on such occasions''. 

In spite of these limitations, they were good soldiers; as Clerk 
wro e : *‘But though half-star^^ed, they are for the most part g od men 
and such as woulJ zealously serve, as they are here required by the 
state, could the defective system of their organization be rectified". 

The master was now to be pursued further, Metcalfe, with a 
letter of December 16, 1835, ^ forwarded the copy of a letter addressed 
to him by the Secretary at Agra ‘‘relative t ) the withdrawal of the 1st 
Local Horse from the Ambala Agency and the substitution of quotas of 
Horsemen from the Protected States". Metcalfe also asked Clerk to 
report the measures which he would recommend to be adopted to render 
the Sikh Horse in question efficient and useful. Two months' later, 
anotherletterof the Secretaiy at Agra was sent by Metcalfe « in which 
Clerk was asked to expedite his report. 

Clerk replied in a communication of February 1836 . * In order 
to improve its efficiency, the first thing was that the Rissaldars should 
be nominated by the Supreme Government or its officers. But Gover- 
nment did not sanction this proposition So Clerk remarked ; “It ig 
clear, however, that unless the Horse are in some manner dependent on 


L Metcalfe to Clerk, December 16, 1835, B K. 35, L. K. 85* 
Bushby to Matcalfe, ,, 5, ,, ,, p. 721. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 12, 1835, B.-H, 36, L, 12, 
Busbby to Metcalfe, ■ ,8^* h ._p.'56. 

■20, , w 


8. Clerk to Motoalfe, 
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aad rendered subordiiiate to the Local Agemt at Amha^aj they caanot^ be 
relied on as elective for the dne execution of the 'measures which he 
entrusts to them ^ On the contrary, their ordinar^^ service being to retard 
' /and suppress hostilities and prevent bloodshed ......they must frequently 

Jn'MfilliBg the duty assigned ' to them by the Local Agent incur the 
dissatisfaction of their employers who may be iuTolved In a disturbaace 
which it is .required to quell. 5 he Horse . will in most cases prefer to 
' disappoint the Local Agent,' because- there arc no consequenceg to b 
apprehended of their failing to execute his orders, while the results most 
vexatious to them and in the expostulations which ersne — to the Local 
x\gent also, attend the disregard of their Chief's immediate interests’ 

Clefk then had to suggest another mode of increasing its 
elBiciency A rate of pay should be fixed for them — say Rs. 18 per 
mensem for a Horseman and Rs 40 to Rs. 50 for a Rissaldar ; the 
Chiefs should be ashed to give land or security of a Sahukar for the 
amount of pay. Clerk wanted the Princes to give a lump sum to be 
redistributed among their quotas by the PoLtica! Agent, so that 
irregularity of payment, by which their salaries fell into arrears, should 
be avoided * 

This suggestion seemed to have been liked by Government. 
Metcalfe, asked Clerk to ascertain and report the practicability of 
carrying into effect his suggestion with the concurrence of the Chiefs 
conc.*rned. ® Cl rk replied:^ "The practicability of the measure 
proposed for the payment of the Sikh Horse will depend on the deter- 


1. According to Clerk, the Siklx contingent shonid be eiilcient enough to etisure the 
due execution of the orders of the Political Agent and capable of strengthening 
his hands to a degree that would ‘Meter rival parties from having recourse to 
arms or on occasions when hostilities have broken out will enable him promptly 
and efficiently to suppress them”. (B. N. 82, L. N. 127). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 20, 1836, B. K. 82, L. 1S[, 19, 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 25, 1836, B, N. 36, L. N. 12. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 5, 1836, B, K 82 ^ L. K. . 
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mination , of -tlie- ' CioverniBent efficient these troops which 

Government .... .. ■ ' dr eided that the ,■ Protected Princes ought to main- 
tain'^ Unfortunately, as Clerk pointed o the Cliiers were averse to 
any improvement for several re sons, one being that they did nc regard 
in so serious a li ht the infr ction of the public peace, by the collision 
of their troops, when disputes could be easily adjus'ed otherwbed Clerk 
added that Kapur Singh, tte Agent of Pad la, insisted on the right of 
his master and of other Princes to send out troops on their borders and 
there to fight out differenc s so long as neither party complained to 
Government. ® Surely, the political morality must have been at the 
lowest ebb when the agent of the premier Cis-Sutlej State could sh openly 
declare that might was right. Commenting on the proposition of Kapur 
Singh, Clerk declared tltat the only circumstances under which Govern- 
ment could tolerate such a rule would be where it wa^s certain the 
collision would be strictly confined to the original disputants ‘ That was 
not possit'le in the case of these States where territories were parcelled 
out among a multitude of independent and turbulent proprietor?* That 
w'ould have resulted in a chronic state of anarchy, which no civilized 
Government could tolerate. 


1. Clerk thus explained their attitude : — 

it enables them to violate a boundary, to seize upon a disputed tract 

or to strike a blow and although they may really have gained nothing by 

such proceedings, still they have been enabled to make exhibition of their 
superior military resources over their weaker neighbours”. 

2 . The ideas of peace and order existing among the Cis-Sutlej princes remind one 
of the feudal times in Europe when oven the smallest disputes were decided by 
a recourse to arms and when no civic sense was to be found among the people. 

In. this connection, Clerk wrote : ** in my first conversation with the 

Patiala Minister on my taking charge of the office in 1831, when aggressions^ on 
each other by the armed retainers of these Protected Chiefs were of a frequent 
occurrence, he endeavoured to stipulate for the acknowledgment by me of the 
right of his master or of any other Protected Chiefs, to prosecute open warfare 
with another, provided the collision were not brought to the notice of the 
British authorities by either of the parties involved”. (B. N. 82, L. N. 127). 

In the same letter, Clerk remarked that the Patiala authorities were in favour 
of the use of the British troops for checking '-mutizal encroachments or violence” 
of the Chiefs as that used to he, the practice in the days of Murray* Clerk 
thought the request as *‘reason&»bte” 


In a letter of July 1836 , J Clerk was once again asked 

the parties concerned are willing to give the security of the Sabukars for 
the regular payment of taeir quota or would prefer to allot a certain 
portion of land for the purpose”. The former arrangement, according to 
Metcalfe, was more desirable. Further, Clerk was instructed to give a 
ist of the Sardars and the amounts of quota furnished by them: he was 
also asked to find out their sentiments and wh ther anv communication 
bad bem made to them relative to the propo ed increased pay of the 
Siwavs. Mitcalfe was of the opinion that the presmt system reiuired 
amendment and if Government felt disposed to support Clerk, he should 
see that there was no difficulty in rendeiing it practicable; he, therefore, 
advised Clerk to have seme ccmmunication vith the parties in order to 
prevent any future misunderstanding. 


Clerk stated® the scale which had been approved by Government-^ 


-Patiala 
Nabha 
Kaithal 
Jind 

Malerkotla 

Ladwa 

Shamsinghia® 


100 
50 
50 

50 (since lapsed) 

25 

25 

30 


-enl.c r.l the Sikh Contingent, which had 

t/ tj® Kissaia, was by no means as efficient as the 1st Local 
Horse Clerk had tried his best to raise the standard of the efficincey 


1. Motoalfe to Clerk, July 16, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 58. 

2. Clfek to Mstoalf.;, July -20. 1836, B. N. 82, L. N". 127. 


upopofumi.h30Horeemeutoserveattho^^«^ 2^3^07^1^113; 

easily do (B. w. 80, L. N. 207). Fraser, in a reply of November 24 1834 2 , 

M Cl„t a». .1. ; « 

of Horse-proportionate to their means. (B H 34 J H 72 ) 

Clerk remarked that every individual Sa^ar or the 1 st Loca/ hIss wia worth 

five Horsemen XU the employment of the Chiefs. ^ 
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of the CcBtingeni ;■ he: ' had- addressed ' 'several Chiefs and had had a 
number of talks with their conMenl^ that he might be 

provided with the best available troops which should be regularly paid, 
but,' as Clerk remarked/ ‘‘their replies, written or verbal, though couched 
in terins of perfect accord, in the matter of maintaining their small 
contingents, are alw’ays evssive at the point really at issue there 
was only one exception and that was of Malerkotla, * 

Although not much satisfied with the efficiency of the contingent, 
yet lie be'ieved that, if in some measure organised, it could be fully 
ccnipeteBt to discharge effectively every duty devolving on it. He then 
w'ent OB to say that he had already adverted to the inclination felt by 
the more powerful Chiefs to leave their troops in a state of inefficiency. 

In regard to the mode of payment. Clerk replied that the 
Fhulkian Chiefs were not willing to adopt either of the two alternatives 

that of either assigning a piece of land or giving the security 

of a banker. He saw the Nabha Agent and asked him his opinion. The 
Agent felt that his master would prefer and execute the proposed 
security of a banker. ^ 

Metcalfe suggested to Clerk to obtain from each of the Chiefs, 
a written intimation of their sentiments with regard to the proposed 
increase of pay to their respective quotas and of the arrangements 
which they were willing to adopt to ensure regular payments. ^ The 
Chiefs were at liberty to assign a portion of land or to give security of 
bankers ; Clerk was instructed to address the Chiefs on this point. ' 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L, JST. 127. 

2. Clerk also added that 2is had reminded not only the 2^afoha Agent but also that 
of Kaithal about the ineffioiency and insufficient pay of the Contingent. Their 
reply was that their standard of effioiency and mode and rate of payment were 
nearly alike and that they followed Patiala. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, Julj^ I 
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Again writing in October 1836, i Metcalfe asked Clerk to report 
on his letter of July Id, regarding the mode of payment of the Chiefs’ 
quotas kept at Ambala. Acknowledging the communication in Novem- 
ber 1836 ^ Clerk replied that he had received replies from Patiala and 
Kaithal bu not from Nabha. He sent for Sahib Singh, the confidential 
agent of the Nabha' Raja, and asked him to submit the reply of his master 

within seven days. It was actually on the 1 9 th that he received the 

.reply. ^ ■ ■ 

^ important despatch, dated November 20, 1836, ^ 
that Clerk, again took up the question of the payment of the Sikh 
Contingents ; he also forwarded the replies he had received from the 
Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kaithal. The first two Chiefs laid stress 
on the mcreased duties of ^^their Sawars ; for example, their 
being employed as patrols or to fguard prisoners. In reply, 

Clerk remarked : few of Colonel Skinners’ Horse were occa- 

sionally so employed and on their removal, the Chiefs’ Sawars were 
made use of for the same purpose and being found wholly ineififient, 
other arrangements were adopted, that is. Pattidar Horse are used for 
patrolling Government also had a small force of Barkandazes for the 
purpose. According to the Political Agent, the police duties which the 
contingent had to perform would have been very light, had it not been 
for the vicinity of the Sikh States. Clerk obsLSd : ••The contiguRy 
of .so many independent jurisdictions all- with exception to Patiala- 
exceedingly lax in their police, renders the duty of that nature at 
Ambala very arduous. The same cause imposes on us the same vigilance 
and activity in protecting our other isolated estates in this quarter’’. 


Referring to the increased duies of the Sikh contingent. Clerk 
said that it was from other causes. ’ First, because Murray had at his 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk Octobers, 1836, B. N. 36, L N. 88. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Nov 7, „ B. N. 82, L. N. 167. 

” •’ .. 19. ,, L.N, 170. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 175 

nnw AT AAP.oaoTf.TT 4.1 1 


now of necessity devolve on them bear 


no comparison”, 
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disposal Sawars of thie 1st Local Horce. who were eroplojed on those 
occasiorial services in these' states' w^hich- were' now required of the Sikh 
Contingent.^ ' Sexon the sub-division- of lands among the Sikh 
proprietors, petty independent Chiefs, was on ^ the iocrease ; ^ thirdly, 
the Agency Officer at Ambala had been invested with the direct control 
of the most turbulent tribes of the Sikhs- like the Maharajkians and the 
Barwalias,'. to restrain- which large bodies of Horse had been constantly 
employed. ® Arising out of the second cause, it was also the duty of 
the Local Agent to prevent collision between the zamindars of the 
States and when they had taken place, to avert the excesses which 
would otherwise ensue. ^ 

The Raja of Patiala also had compared the strength of 1st 
Local Horse in Murray’s time with that of the Sikh Contingent in the 
days of Clerk. According to the Raja, the number of the latter w&® 
about three or four hundred Clerk observed that not only the 
comparison was wrong but the number stated also incorrect. In the 
times of Murray, only the Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kaithal furni- 


1. A» pointed out earlier, Murray had not only the 1st Local Horse, but also the 
Sikh contingent at Ambala. 

2. Some of the petty Chiefs were in the habit of committing many lawlessa acts ; 
they would erect forts and disobey the orders of the Political Agent and would 
repair to the Governor-Generars Agent at Delhi and set at nought the authority 
of the Political Officer at Ambala. Clerk had to protest many a tkn© against 
the encoiipagement given to such offenders by his superior officer. For example 
in July 1884, in the case of one Hahan Singh of Lida Patti, he asked Fraser to 
remand tiie petitioner to his village until he should give up the idea of ©yadirsg 
his order ; according to him, disorder among the petty Sikh proprietors could 
only be suppressed if the Agent at Delhi took due notice of any disobedience of 
orders issuing from the Ambala Office ,* the stay of such man at Delhi not 
only enabled them to evade the necessity of obedience but it also enabled 
them **to exhibit to other tmbulent eharaotera the impunity with which , they 
may disregard the injunctions of the Lodal Agent”. (B. N. 80, L. H, S8). 

3. Another turbulent Sikh tribe was that of the Jagdauii Sikhs, belonging to the 


shed their, q^Jotas while Ladwa, Malerkotla,, etc., were; .excused . ' Again, 
the. Patiala ruler had ’^rong.ly ■ asserted that, , afte,r, the: suppression of 
Akali disturbance, he,, of his own . accord, had placed a .Rissala under 
■Murray's orders. In reality, a requisition had to be made by Murray in 
cott,formity to orders , received from Government '.of May 7 „ 1824 ^ 

AUusion had also been made by the Chiefs to the employment of 
the Savvars in carrying 'Dak^ and aecompanying the Politic tl Agent to 
the interior of the States, This, in view of Clerk, caused great 
inconvenience to the Political Agent who was dependent on them for the 
conveyance of ‘Dak' and for a personal mounted escort, Therefore, Clerk 
insisted that even if they were most efficient, in matter of persona! 
escort, the Political Agent ought to be independent of them. For that 
purpose, a Daffedar and ten Sawars from any corps of Local Horse might 
suffice but such a party should be at all times attached to the agency. ^ 

It had also been asserted by the Chiefs that the Sawars of the 
Sikh Contingent had been employed at Cawnpur and Xuckaow. In this 
connection, Clerk observed that the rule was not to employ them out of 
these states. The one exception had been when six Sawars escorted 
Mrs. Grant to Lucknow, It had also been stated in the replies of the 
Chiifs that the Rifaldars had been ‘‘assured and satisfied" and that if 


1. The orders were conveyed by Swinton, the Chief Secretary at Calcutta to 
Elliott, the Besident at Delhi. 

Thefoliowingjstherelevantparagraph:— 

*^The Governor-General in Council approves the measure which you have directed 
of keeping together in a central position a body of Horse from the different 
Sikh Chiefs to be ready to repel any future incursion of similar marauding 
parties and concurs with you in opinion likewise that it will be desirable to 
place one hundred of Skinners* Horse under the orders of the Deputy Superinten- 
dent to be employed according to circumstances. 

Elliott to* Murray, May 26, 1824, B. H. 24, L. N. 105. 

Swinton to Elliott,. May 7, 1824, B. N. 24, p. 157-58. 

2. Earlier, Clerk had spoken of a small infantry fore© of a Jamadar and 2o men m 
iufaciept to guard th©-.AgWt.-, (P. I?** 






Clerk next took up the question of the inadequacy of the Patiala 
quota.* The Bhai of Kaithal had complained that his quota was too 
large as compared with that of Patiala; the revenue of Kaithal exceeded 
those of Nabha, which furnished a quota of the sama strength as Kaithal; 


1. Clerk quoted the case of the Eissaldar of Kaithal who received allowance for 50 

Horsemen but maintained only 30. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 175. 

3 . A few months before also, Clerk had drawn nietc'alfe’a attention to this^fact. 
adding that Frasar had desired him to surest a larger quota from Patiala 
(B. N. 82, L. N. 127). Metcalfs asked aerk to do the same (B. N. 36, 

L,N,62). ' . I 


there was any doubt in the matter, the Risshldars should be referred to. 
Clerk commented thus : “But the Rissaldars themselves are without 

qiies'ion very Well off and it is precisely this reliance on them of their 

employers at a distance without a possibility of their inveterate habits of 
irregular profits under the pre ent sy tem checked here, which makes 

them so well 


The Bhai of Kaithal had stated in his reply that 8 annas per 
diem were paid to each Sawar by his state and that was sufficient. Clerk 
was willing to accept the rate, provided the payment was regularly 
made and so he observed: “If, however, these terms were accepted and 
fixed for the other Chiefs, as well as the Bhai and if all were to be given 
distinctly to understand that Government had auth ri ed the attachment 
forthwith of an adequate quantity of land on failure of due payment of 
the prescribed rate, the object might be thus attained... ......The Political 

A^ent here has no time to attend very closely to such matters, but it 
wUl not be difficult to ascertaiu whether the amendment produce the 
efi'ect desired”.* Clerk also suggested to Metcalfe that if he recommended 
the m asure to Government for adoption, it would be as well to inform 
the Chiefs that, after a year, if that failed, the other more direct measures 
for reforming their Horse, must be had recourse to. 


expressed by Clerk: "It iray -t fir-t Complaint was thus 

proportions, wbe,; ;uL;‘ ‘r„rear;“°“ 

■»nto.nsid.,t„,their.ionrceb« I 1 Zttl TZ “ 

point to which thee t., t am satisfied that it is a 

canso; for whenever th.v “”I»rlance, and that not withont 

‘teir disposable for^s If T I ““ “ •« 

preponions in which thov t M ®“''cri"'PePt, the 

naturally le.r.woluhf.l'"™'* Z 

^fficsted that i,,veuldCr ,° So Cleric 

.-nrance against th^ “ „XlMClI°,''h'‘‘‘' 

ting the Rcale.i ^ ^ tfected by Gorrec- 


1- Th« old seals was, as follows ;- 


Patiala 

100 Horses, 

Kaithal 


^""abha 

SO 

Padwa 

25 

Malerkotia 

»» 

25 ■ 

Shamsinghia 

.?» ■■ 

30 „ 

Total : 

280 

Clerk reoommendod that 

it might, in fair 

Patiala 

100 Horses, 

Kaitiial 

30 

itsTabha • 

m 

Padwa 

15 

Malerkotia 


^bamsingbia 

30 „ 

Total : 

210 „ 


If Grovenunent wanted 

as follows 


anmcrease in the number of quotas OWL 

quoxjas, Clerk suggested, 

(Oonimued on 
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IMs letter of Clerk was acknowledged ty Metcalfe, wliO" made'- 
the lollowmg replyi ; 

*‘It is proposed to procure for the Sawars a regular pay of 8 
annas per diem and to make some alteration in the present complements 
of the respective quotas without exercising for the present any. further 
interference between the Chiefs and their contingents. 

The arrangement appears unobjectionable provi-ied the as-ent of 
the Chiefs can be obtained and you are accordingly requested to avail 
yourself of every opportunity to effect this object by your inhuenc \ But 
the reform is not to be att* mpted by force. 

The contingents of the minor states may be reduced as suggested 
by you and you will be able probably to avail yourself of that opportunity 
to render them more effective''. 


In other words, Government was reluc ant to enforce any 
innovation without the consent of the Chiefs/ After ail, the Contingent 
was voluntary and whatever reforms in it were desired by Clerk could 



{Conimtied from page 412). 


Patiala 
Kaxthai 
Nftblxa 
Ladwa 
MQ-ierkotla 
Shamsinghia 

Total ! 380 

Even the reduced scale was thought to be euffioient by Clerk, if the Sawars 
could be rendered orderly and eSaoient. However, no change was made in the 
number, the ‘status quo’ being kept., . . , - , 

1. Metcalfe ‘to Clerk, December !H,:J886i iBiN.Se, E.N. m 
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M-y .b'C mtrodticed 't Eririaeg ■'agreed:. Farther, 'Goverament was 
prepared to accept the reduced quota if the troops were rendered effidie'iit 
,:and payment to them regularised by the Chiefs concerned. 

The entire^ correspondenc© was referred to the Court of DireC'iors 
which suggested ^ that ' the question of proportion of quota should be 
^‘disposed of” in connection with the bouiadary problem of Hariana 
f ontiei. It remarked: ■ “The parties .concemed., ...... .are for the most 

p rt of the same who furnish quotas to the contingent at d their release 
from this obligation might form part of eomprondse which we are anxious 
to see effected of the territorial dispute v h 

This despatch was referred to Clerk who did not agree with the 

suggestion as he wrote : “ ...the n aintenance at Ambala by the 

Sikh Chiefs of the present small and cheap quotas of Horse is not such 
an object in their consideration as to afford a prospect of its being 
advantageously relinquished by the British Government in connection 
with any scheme of comp omise of the territorial disputes on the Hariana 
frontier.”^ 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, 1838, B. N. 38, L. H. 88. 

Torrens to Metcalfe, 5, ,, „ p. 410, and extract of Paras 34 

and 35 of a letter from Court of Directors, No. 45 of 1838, dated August 22. 

Tlie Court also pointed out the defect of the scheme of accepting the reduced 
quota from other Chiefs in these words : “The minor Chiefs will probably give 

a ready consent in return for the reduction of their quotas From the Raja 

of Patiala, whose quota is not intended to be reduced, a voluntary assent is 
not to be expected’*. 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, February 2, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 106. 

That brings to an end Clerk’s correspondence relating to the Sikh Contingent. 
The total quota was not reduced, as in August 1841j Clerk informed Maddock 
in a letter that the Chiefs maintained a contingent of 300 ITorse at Ambala over 
which they had “no mariner of authority”. So this long correspondence increased 
the control of the Political Agent over the contingent and resulted in fixing of 

( Geniinuei on next page) 



Finally. I may ad^l that the mal-admimstration of the- Cis-Sutlej 
Chiefs was an ever recurring source of anxiety to Clerk From the very 
institution of the agency^ the Political Agents had been kept busy in 
tackling this very intricate problem: Wherever the British control was 
extended, it brought more peactful and hence prosperous conditions to 

the people. The British officials were usually keen to promote the 
material welfare of the governed and Clerk was no exception. His 
correspondence is an abundant proof of the assiduous efforts which he 

made to rouse countless petty Chieftains including Missaldars and 

Pattidars to a better appreciation of their obligations to their 

subjects. 

The lawless spirit displayed by the Akalis towards the south of 
tie Sutlej was another somewhat serious matter engaging the attention 
of Clerk, He adopted severest possible measures to check their 
unprovoked depredations. For this purpose, a Rissala of Skinners* Horse, 
in addition to a small Sikh force, bad been kept for some years before he 
took charge of the agency. During his active tenure, however, Govern- 
ment began to feel that the Chiefs might - bear the entire expense of 
preserving peace, throughout the Cis-Sutlej area and so withdrew the 
Rissala leaving the small &ikh force to manage things as best as it could. 
Clerk made strenuous efforts to raise its efficiency and it was solely due 
to his exertions that the Chiefs started paying regular salaries to their 
respective quotas. Clerk even proposed that land or some other 
guarantee should be taken from the Chiefs for defraying the expense of 


{Continued from page 414) 

a regular pay of 8 annas per diem for a Horseman, Most probably, the change in 
number was not introduced for fear of offending Patiala. 

In a letter of Clerk, mentioned above, he discussed a plan “for rendering the 
military resources of the Protected Sikh States available to the British Govern- 
ment” (Appendix I, Chapter VI, page 8). The need was felt as the 
British Government had been entangled in the Afghan mire ; moreover, on 
account of the Khalsa Army becoming unmanageable, immediately after the 
accession of Sher Singh, Clerk felt tempted to intervene in the Hhalsa affairs 
and for that purpose wanted to^n^ the resources of the Cis*Sutlej Chiefs also. 


such quotas but the proposal was declined by Government 
a somewhat serious departure from its declared policy of 
protection to the Cbiefa, which had been promised to them 
clamation of 1809. 


as it seemed 
affording free 
by the Pro- 
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CONCLUSION, 

It has not been possible to include in the foregoing chapters 
every aspect of the work of «ir George Eussel Clerk which ho accompli- 
shed during his sojourn in the Cis-Sutlej country. ■ Nor have I been able 
to utilise several letters pertaining to a variety of topics and incidents 
as they could not be fitted into any manner of classification aid adopted 
kto the frame- work of the chapters. But they are of considerable 
interest in I’evealing the msny-sidedn#ss of the man and deserve a 
mention. 

There are, for example, four letters relating to the famous Rupar 
interview between Ranjit Singh and William Bentinck, which stand by 
themselves. ^ 

Several other letters show that he was very anxious to preserve 
peace and tranquillity in the territory under his charge. The first thing 
that he did, after bis assumption of office, was to build a wail round 
Ambala with a view to checking thefts in the city. He also maintained 
a regular and efficient police force. Its expense was borne by the 
princes, a d it helped in protecting effectively the life and property in and 
about the city. He made sustained efforts to stop robbery, cattle-lifting, 
smuggling, Thuggee, traffic in children, female infanticide and many 
other social evils so videly prevalent in the area of the jurisdiction. He 


Benson to Oierk, Septeilsber 18S1V B. R* SI, N. 63. 
Prinsep to Clerk,* October ' 'W'"' 66. 

99 s« 
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tried to introduce vaccination in the ierritories of Patiala and other 
^Jefs. He promoted agriculture, reclaimed barren lands, improved 
irrigation, gave seeds to cultivators and arranged for equitable revenue 
se ements. In short, his work as an administrator was commendable, i 
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In, tliis coui]i©'‘tion, see 
■.Martin to Clerk, 

Clerk to Martin; 
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Clwk to Metcalfe 
Metcalfe to Clerk’ 

.. trT It '““• ®- * »■ 

Metcalfe to cjerfc a.j 38 , L. H. go. 

a«kioGte..t,a;iJ„„ 38 . 

Clerk to Maddock, 9^’ ” 

Haddock to Clfirl- <2 \ » »» B. K. 83, L. IST. 124. 

ClerktoMotoatfe ’pib*^*^^^' ” ®- M,39. L. N. t7. 

o«.ob,o.,"“ 2 *" 

<>•*.0 8 ,..,, , 1 ." ,!• S-M- 83 . 1 .M.. 48 . 

e e™. ,,, , 3 . „ , B.N. 8 S, L,If. 133 . 


I A series of letters ' relate to the personal relationS'. b 

Cis-Siitlej CMefs, e:--peciall^ rulers,, of states, 'a'n4 h'mself. It 
appears that some did not show proper r spect to his offic % and would 
not address their communications to Government through him. They 
would keep their agents in Calcutta or at Delhi, follow their advice, aad 
disregard h's instructions. All this irritated him greatly and he would 
often complain of it to his superior at Delhi pointing out not only that 
it was derogatory to him personally but that it also impeded the smooth 
I working of his office. In January 1832, he paid a visit to the Raja of 

Nabha and there met the ruler of Patiala as well. He had a talk with 
I both and their officials about their relations with his office at Ambala* 

; He was anxious that they should submit all their communications 

j through him instead of addressing the Supreme Government direct. They 

acknowledged that that would be the more regular course and expre sed 
: their willingness to concede to his wish. But a discordant note was 

struck by Kapur Singh, an agent of Patiala, who wanted Clerk to stay the 
investigation of the disputed boundaries of the Bhatti-Hariana frontiers, 
and on Clerk’s declining to do so, the agent felt dis-satisfied a d in 
consequ<=>nce, the Patiala ruler determined to contact the Supreme 
Government by sending a mission to Calcutta.^ That Clerk was always 
anxious to maintai > the dignity of his office, is also shown from another 
episode. When Mahiraja Karm Singh of Patiala was about to p ly a visit 
to Hardwar in 1832, he wanted Clerk, to accompany him. Clerk declined 
the Raja’s request, observing that none of the Sikh Chiefs were on the 
footing of Princes who had executed separate engagements with tke 
British Government and th it he had to attend to the affairs of several 
other Rajas equal in rank tD the ruler of Patiala.^ Government upheld 



L Clerk to Metcalfe, January 23, 1836, B.N, 82 L. N. 11. 


Clerk wrote that there was so much jealousy between the ruler of PatiaU and 
the Bhai of Kaithal, that the latter had sent an agent to acquaint Clerk that h® 
would be sending his own agents also with those of Patiala. As Clerk explained, 
the Bhai was afraid that the Baja of Patiala might open some negotiations with 
Government without his becoming aware of it. In this oonneobion, Clerk remar- 
ked that there was a rumour of a supposed project of Patiaia to tender a tribute 
to the British Government *^as a means of assuming the regulation of case's of 
succession to heirless chiefships and generally to a supremacy over the Southern 
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jerk's ■ objectioE^' allowed the^ Civil Sorgeon at Ambala to 

; accompany the GMef»^ ^ ■ 

Clerk respected the religious prejudices of' the Sikhs.; ' Realisings 
as he did, with what abhorence they looked upon practice of kine slaughter, 
■he obser^^ed in a letter of August 1831^ bo itiie' Deputy ■ Assistant, 
commissary General, Karual that the consumption of bullocks for the 
victualling of troops^ about to march to Rupar thro ugh the Protected 
States, ought to be abstained from,, add ng that the Br tish force wimld 
be on duty with the Governor-General only for a shoit tin e and that, 
therefore, this prohibition would not be in the nat ure of hardship to the 
European troops. In another letter of April 1832^ Cie*k acknowledged 
the petition from certain butchers explaining the difficulties of bringing 
cattle for slaughter from the Sikh States, Thompson had observed that 
such objections had ot been made before. But Clerk found, on refcriirg 
to the records of the Agency, that Ochteriony and Murray had issued 
orders ‘‘ interdicting generally the sale of horned cattle for such purposes 
in any of these states.^'* In brief, his attitude was one of sympathy. 


1. Fraser to Clerk, May 21”, 1832, . B. N. 32, 'L. H. \ 

2. Clerk to Thompson, August 2o, 1.831, B. N. 77, L. N. 55. 

This feeling was shared by Maharaja Ranjit Singh and his successors. When 
the British army was to return through the Punjab, after the Kabul campaign, 

■ One of the conditio?is laid down Wiis that the slaughter of homed cattle would 
not be aliow^ed. 

.3. Clerk to Thompson, April 22, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 108. 

4, Clerk added ; *T am of opinion that the resort of butchers to these states for 
the purchase of the sacred cattle for slaughter musti ever occasion endless 
references relating to the complaints of the purchasers who will be frequently 
mal -treated and to the outraged feelings of those in whose liaqas such purchases 
have been made”. 


As is well known, Lord Williarn Bentinck had abolished in 1829 

the inhuman practice of/Sati' or immokt^^ widows on the funeral 
pyres of their husbands. Like every humane peison, Clerk was opposed to 
this practice and tried his best to check it. Fortunately it was not very 
popular among the Sikhs. According to him, the cruel practice was not 
held in very much esteem by them and the succession of the widows to 
the estates of their deceased husbands struck at the root of the evil. 

On two occasions, Clerk effectively intervened in preventing 
'Sati.' One was on the death of Kunwar Ranj it Singh, eldest son of 
Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha.^ One of his widows wanted to become a 
‘Sati/ Clerk despatched an express to Patiala^ ruler to prevent, if 
possible, the useless . sacrifice of her life. The ruler acted with 
commend ible zeal; he sent his own mother to dissuade the widow whose 
life was thus sived.^ The sjcoiid occash)n was when Raja Khanik Chand of 


L Clerk to Fraser, June 20. 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 35. 

The relations between Kunwar Ranj it Singh and his father had long been 
. notorious. As early as 1818, the former had rebelled (B. N. 64, L. N, 77) ; 
though later on a reconciliation took place through the efforts of Birch, who was 
then the Political Agent (B.N. 64, p.L.N. 85 & 88). But they again started quar- 
relling so much so that Raja Jaswant Singh wanted to disinherit him and even 
went to the length of accusing his .son of attempting to poison him. (B.N. 72, L.ISi* 
227). The Prince denied the charge and the Govomor-Ganoral, to whom it was 
referred, did not consider the charge established (B. N. 25, L. N. 146, and B. N, 
27, L. N. 129). So when the Kunwar died, his widows natux'ally suspected that 
his father had a hand In his death. At first, Clerk believed in the truth of the 
charge but later on it was found that his suspicions were groundless. 

2. Although the ruler was personally opposed to this practice, yet some cases did 

■i 

occur in his state. For example, Fraser wrote to Clerk in July 1832 expressing 
the concern of the Govornor-Goneral that the cruel rite was still tolerated in 
Patiala ; Clerk was to request the ruler to put it down effectually and to award 
suitable penalties to the parties (B. FT. 32, L. K. 00). In reply, Clerk observed 
that the Patiala Raja deprecated the practice and that the officers concerned had 
been suitably punished (B. K. 78j L. H. 04)., Government expressed its satisfac- 
tion (B. JST. 32, L. N. 105), . , , 

3. Clerk 'to Fraser, 'October 2, 1S32| L. II, 64, 
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Bilaspur died in March 1839. Two of his three widows, wanted to immolate 
themselves but Clerk promised ' them a liberal maiotenaace and was; 
thereby able. to p3r3iiade them in giving up their resolveb 

Iq the end I might say that the usefulness of Clerk's work cannot 
be questioned by even the most sceptical. He helped in establishing 
many wise rules and con ventionsf - or his. Government to follow in cases 
of disputes and esche its and played successfully the role of a great 
administrator. No other agent in the Cis-Sutlej regions • neither Ochter- 
lony nor Murray - can be compared in respect of labour that he brought 
to bear upon Hs task and achievement. It is no wonder that he was 
looked upon by Lord Ellenborough as the greatest living authority on 
the Sikh?. This enviable reputation he rightly won for himself in 
terms of the intrinsic value of his hard, solid work. However, wa look 
at him, whether as a statesman, as an administrator or as a reformer, 
he is equally great. Herein lies the justification, if this be at all necess- 
ary, for my endeavour to interpret him and his correspondence 
historically. 


END 


1. Cierk to Haddock, April lo, 1839, B. N. 83, L. H. 112f 

At the death of the Baja, as many as sixty -four persons were saved from 

becoming ‘Sati’ by Clerk. This won him not only the approbation of the Supreme I 

Grovemmeiit but also that of the Court of Directors. | 

Torrens to Cierk, September 28, 1840, B. K. 127^ L. N, 43. I 

Thomason to Clerk, May 8, 1841, B. N. 128, L. K. 77, Despatch of the Court of 
Directors, Extract Para 25 of L. N. 27, July 20, 1840, B. 128, p,J61. 
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APPENDIX I 

to 

CHAPTER III 

Other escheats were, as follows 

(1) Lashkar KhaiiKi Serai. 

This place lapsed to the Supreme Government by the death of 
Sardarni Bbagan, the last of the two widows of Sardar Mohan Siogh 
Nishanwala. On January 5, 1829,^ Murray had reported that he had 
taken possession of La shkar Khan end several villages situated about 
forty miles, North-West oi Ambala, including the village of Dudla, near 
Ambala, The village? were held in co-parce y with Pa'iala 

The Sardarni had died leaving a childless daughter and, fh'refore, 
there was no claimant to the estate. The cc-parcery had led to many 
disputes between the Sardarri and the ruler of Patiala; tt e former bad 
to appeal many a time to the Local Biitish authorities for protection 
against the encroachments of Patiala, Murray had also recommended 
that, as the expense of the management would be disproponionately 
heavy, the share of the Ia*e widow should be given to Patiala on Rs.2100 
a 5?ear. As narrated in a previous chapter, it led to a long and bitter 
ccntroverpy between Maharaja Karam Singh of Patiala and the British 
Government in Clerk’s time, but the latter refused to part vith the 
lapse.^ * 

(2) B$tate 0 f Gaukpnr 

On October 8, 1835, the death of Mai Pardhan, of Gaukpur was 
reported by Clerk, in a letter addressed to Metcalfe.^ She had died 
'leaving her estate under cTCumstances which seemed to lequire that 
a servant of this office should be placed in charge until the questicn 


Murray to Colebrooke, January 5, 1829, B, N. 75, L. N. 262. 
Colebrooke to Murray, January 10, 1829, B. N. 29, L, N. 6. 

1. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 76. 

2. I have discussed the case in Chapter V* 

3. Ohrk to ICefccalfe, October 8, 1835* B, 113.' C 
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regarding it coiild be. snbniltted to Governmeni'b TraC’.ng her hlBtor}^ 
Clerk menticned that., the husband of' Mai Pardhan/ Giirbaksh Singh, 
Shahid, died iri 1785, a that she' obtained possession of the ' ent ire 
estate,.' comprising 1*3 villages. , A '.few', months' later^ her step-son, 
Dya S?righ/deprived her of the estate' and imprisoned her. The mother 
of Gu‘ab Singh Shahid interfered in the:dispiit'e and obtained for Parc ban 
the'smairTaaliaq of Gaukpnr which Gorbaksh Singh had conferred on", 
the'brofhers O'f Md Pardhan' "From that; period this small estate , W'as , 
in::,ex':elit,sive possession ;0 the Mai. .■ 

Clerk went on to say tliM. Pardhan had considered the Tanlnq 
of Gaiikpur, as “alien ted from the possession of Dya Singh Shahid, the 
son jjnd successor of h r husband - Gurbafesh Singh*C Bur Dya Singh 
maintain d that the estate should be considered as a lapse to bis Gblefshlp; 
the most important of the Shahid Sardars— Gulab Singh— was also of the 
same opinion. 

The view of Metcalfe was that the estate of Gaiikpur should 
Tever^> to Dya Singh from whom Mai Pardhan had received it at the 
interp^^aitioa of the mother of Gulab Singh Shahid and other Chieftains.^ 
He added that it was net very clear whether the brothers of Pardhan, 
Gutdial Singh and Nihal Singh on whom the Taaluq had been conferred, 
made any opposition ‘'either on Dya Singh's assumption of the entire 
estate or the grant by him of the Taaluq in question to the Mai.*' 
He was of the opinion that Gaukpur should be restored to Dya Singh 
while Nihal Singh and Gurdial Singh be asked to establish their claims 
by producing evidence that it had been granted to them by Gurbatsh 
Singh. Thus the escheat was restored by Government. 

m Sadaura- 

On July 18, 1834, Clerk reported the demise of Mai Kajan of 
Sadaiira.^ Her estate consisted of 24 Horse*share of the lands possessed 





{ 4 ^ 5 ) 


by the Jabalian Sikh and comprised six villages and also some- share , 
in others. She had left no heirs. Her husband was Bagh Sicgli who died 
io 1780; a moiety of the revenues of the village had been granted by h‘m 
to his sister's son - Dasaundha Singh-and was being enjoyed at the tmie 
of the Mai's death by his grand-son, Nand Singh, whose possession Clerk 
had not disturbed; all other lands had escheated to Government. The Mai 
had left a grand-daughter, J’on; (daughter of her daiighter-Karam Kunwar). 
She was living with the Mai. Clerk continued to he; 30 seers of grain per 
diem and recommended to Government that it should be sanctioned, 
otherwise she would be left destitute. The annexation w is approved. ^ 
Later on, the share of Jioni was converted into cash payment ^ 

(4) Estate of Sardar Megh Singh of Boria. 


On Jal 7 2l. 1835, Clerk rep -rfceP that he had assumed charge 
of the estate of Burio, in consequence of the death of Megh Singh, 
without heirs. The estate was situated on the low - lands of Jumna 

and had an annualincome of Rs. 15,000. The Sardar had repudiated 
his two wives and lived separate from them. His confidential agent 

Kesra Singh and his agent at Ambala had told Clerk that Megh Singh 
wanted that no providon should be given to them. The Sardar himself 

had also expressed the same wish when he had met Clerk two years 


1. Fraser to Clerk, September 24, -1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 58, 

Trevelyan to Fraser, August 21, 1834, B. N, 34, ^p* 389. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October 20, 1834, B. N. 80, L. H. 178. 

Fraser to Clerk, November 27, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 74. 

Trevelyan to Fraser, November 13, 1834, B, N. 34, p. 458, 

There were two pensioners besides Jioni; all the three were recommended an 
allowance of Rs. 220/-/9, the share of Jioni being Rs. 194/2/6 per annum. (B, N. 
80, L.N. rs). 


3. Cl^trk to Metcalf©,. J uly 21 , _ 1 835^ B* N. 81 , N, _ 85, ^ 
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earlier,^ 

His step-mother,' Raj-Kunwar, had a provision of 'two ' villages 
jielding'Rs, 800 pe^' annum;: Clerk recommended- that one more village' 
should - be given to her His grand-mother' was still alive ' and had been 
given a village of the revemae of Rs, 1,000 a year. Clerk felt that the 
old ladies should not be disturbed in their possessions. The Sirdar had 
left a debt of Rs. 7,000 and it was his dying wish that his creditors 
should be paid in fall. He had left personal property worth Rs 4,000; 
the balance was to be paid from the first year’s revenne. 

Metcalfe, the Agent of the Governor-General, reported the 
orders^ of the Governor, North-West Provinces, who was ‘"pleased to 
anthorise the payment of the debts of the deceased, so far as they can be 
liquidated from the money or personal effects left by Megh Singh but not 
from the future revenues of the land... .....which belong to the Gover- 


1. On March 5, 1833, Cleric had reported to Fraser that one of the wives of 
Megh Singh of Bnria had presented a petition to him against the Sardar and 
gone to Delhi. Clerk felt that it was not desirous to make inquiries as to the 
cause of the little cordiality subsisting between the Sardar and his wife. The 
reason was described by Clerk as follows : — 

‘‘The Sardar’s domestic trouble originated in the attempts of the lady’s parents 
and relatives to introduce as her relatives, certain male attendants of their own 
party with a view to relieve Megh Singh of managing his own estate”, 

(B. H. 79, L. N, iO). 

Fraser seemed to have listened to her complaints and issued certain instructions 
for M^gh Singh, but the Sardar put forward a protest though he declared that It 
was not his intention to disregard those instructions. He only put a respectful 
appeal against the procedure proposed by the complainant, which he designated 
*'as degrading to himself, at variance with the usages of his tribe and an 
infringement of the stipulations which the British Government pledged itself to 
observe towards the Sikh Chieftainus, South of the Sutlej”. 

(B. N 79, L. 3Sr. 46, June 11, 1833). 

% Metcalfe to Clerk, August 13, 1835, B. N. 35, B. N. m. 

Secretary^ Gpyernuae^t of Apra to Metpslfe, B. ]S[. 35, p. 454-55, 
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About the provision of the step-mother and grand-father ol 
the late Sardar, Metcalfe convejed the orders of the Governor, who was 
pleased to authorise the continuance of the villages, yielding Rs, 1,800 

annually, diiring their livesA V ' 

In 1836, when^ Clerk paid a visit to Buria, he was approached 
by several influential Sardars, on behilf of the widows of Megh Singh. 
They wanted some provision to be granted to them. So Clerk recommen- 
ded that the village of Rampur, the annual revenue of which was 
Rs. 1,150, should be given jointly to them, the survivor to succeed to the 
whole, on condition of their residing at either Rampur or Buria. 
Metcalfe, writing on March 2, 1836, said that the Governor wanted him 
to find out what provision would have been giv'en to the widows, had 
the late Sardar not preferred a request for their exclusion.^ 

Clerk, replying on March 8, 1836, was of the opinion that a 
village to each of the two widows of the val.e of Rampur would have 
been considered a due provision for them.^ Inspite of this recommenda- 
tion, the British Government did not grant any maintenance to the 
widows. Metcalfe, in a communication dated March 30, 1836, quoted 
the opinion of the Lieutenant-Governor who felt that * these widows are 
neither entitled to anything nor do they appear to be in that state of 
destitution which should render them objects of the charitable considera- 
tion of the Government''.^ 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, September 12, 1836, B. 25, L. 64, 

Secretary, Agra Goverment, to Metcalfe, September 6, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 436* 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 2, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 14. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 2, 1836, B. 36, L. N. 16. 

Secretary, Agra Government, to Matcalfe, February 20, 1836, B. K. 36, p. 72* 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 8, 1836, B. H. 82, L. 30 

6. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 30, 1836, B. H. 36, L. K. 27. 

Secretary, Agra Government, to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. H. 36, p. 104# : 


;|5) ' tie estate ■ Ciiila Siigi ■ Jemeraya. ■ 

On July 7, 1834, Clerk reported the death of Raj Kaiiwarj widow 
of Chula Singh; without heirs; consequently the estate' lapsed to the 
British Gov'ernment.^ ■ It comprised a small share in fi, teen villages and 
a four-horse share in the moiety, of Indri.^ 'She ijad a grand: daughter 
married to a Sikh residing in the North-of the 'Sutlej but her claim. ^was 
inadmissible and '^the lands must he- considered to have escheated to the 
Supreme Goveroment’h 

(S) The estate of Mailt," ■ 

Clerk, in a-Ietter to Thomason, Secretary, Government of Agra, 
reported ^ the death of Sardar Ram Singh of Malik in February 1840. 
He took possession of the estate. Malik was a small dependency of the 
Bilaspur domain which lapsed to Government in 1820. Its revenue was 
Rs 7,000 a year It was one of the Pattis held by the Lodpindia Sikhs 
who were vassals of the Biiaspur Chief and were, therefore, the vassals 
of the British Government since 1820 . 

Ram Singh had inherited the Patti from his father, Mohan Singh. 
He had died childless leaving three widows. On one of them, Partap 


1. Clerkto Fraser, July 7, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 89. 

About the Jemerayas, Clerk wrote : “The Jemerayas Sikhs take their name 

from native Village of Jemeraya on the bank of the Bias; the present petty 

proprietors poor and indolent, each claiming to be independent of another, are 

perpetually squabbling among themselves and tyrannising over the occupants of 
the soil”. 

2. A bitter quarrel was going ondn Indri between the Pathan and Sikh co-parceners. 
Therefore, Clerk remarked : “The occupation of these lapsed lands by the 
British authorities will tend very much to improve the condition of the people 
and certainly will prove a great check on the present excesses in respect to 
their mutual animosities”. 

' Clerk tb Thomason, (no date),, B* H.-SS, NiTSl.' ‘'V,. ^ v 
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Kun war, he had conferred the village of Yakubpur worth 650 per 
annum, but no provision had been given to the other two. Clerk had 
given them an allowance of t wo rupees per diem but he requested the 
Lieutenant-Governor to grant to each of them a village of revenue e qual 
to tha*. of Partap Kunwar, as it would ‘^conduce to their comfort while 
it accords v ith the cust m cf the Sikhi^ in providing for widows’*. 

(7) . Istate of Gaddauli. 

After the death of Sardar Ram Singh of Gaddauli, in 1835, h’S 
estate passed to his widow, Sant Kunwar.i Ram Singh was the son of 
Jit Singh, who had a half-brother, Wazir Singh of Nagla - Lalpur 
Cierk had ejected the Sardarni on account of her bad character at the 
request of the Sbamsinghia Sardars, to which - confederacy her husband 
had belonged.^ The estate was then taken over by Clerk on behalf of 
the British Government for want of heirs. It was worth Rs. 8,000 
a year, 

Sardar Wazir Singh claimed the estate of Gaddauli bub Clerk 
rejected the claim. He had put forward his claim even in Ochterlony's 
time, and had been sustaining it ever since. His claim was rejected by 
Ochterlony, the reason being that his father Sardar Rattan Singh, 
previous to his death in i803 (some years previous to the connection of 
the British Government with these states) had formed his conquest into 
two separate Sardarls of Gaddauli and Nagla Lalpur, assigning the latter 
to Wazir Singh and his uterine brother Hamir Singh Clerk then cited the 
rule that such separated estates, having no heirs, always escheated to the 
peramount power to the exclusion of the holders of the other Gaddauli 
and Nagla Lalpur had been separated into two estates prior to 1807 and 
the British Government had always maintained that each estate on failure 


L Cierk to Thomason, January 27, 1841, B. N. ^^3, p. 289. 


2. The Shamsinghias were a class of petty Sardars who, having lost their Chief, 
came to foe divided in several Sardaris .unde the control of the Political Agent, 
Ambala, 


of lineal heirs, ; wotiM escheat to it, ^ So Wazir Singh coaid , Eot secare 
Gaddanli.,' 

(8) , Estate of Btthbeal. 

■ ; On July 23, 1840,* Clerk reported the death of the posthumous 
child and only heir of Sardar Harnam Singh of Bubbeal and his having 
taken possession of the estate as an escheat, Bubbeal was a dependent 
Chiefship of the Taaluq of Ambala, which had lapsed to Government in 
1824. There were three co-parceners in Bubbeal - Haniam Singh, the 
grandson of Bya Singh, one of the first Sikh occupants of the Cuiefship, 
Sardarnis Dharani Kaur and Rajinda, widows of Hakumat Singh, the 
bro her of Dya Singh and Rajinda, the widow of Karam Singh, the 
nephew of Dya Singh* * 

Harnam Singh had died on March 11, 1838, at the age of 
wenty-four. His widow was the sister of Bhais of Arnowli and^ Clerk 
recommended for her a provision of Rs. 3,000 per annum, as the income 
of the estate was between eight and nine thousand rupees a year; but 
she had to support her mother*m4aw also. If they could not live 
amicably, the widow- might receive Es 200 a month and the mother, 
rupees fifty a month only A 

(9) Estate: of Tira. : ,:A , - 

On January 20, 1838, * Clerk reported the death of Mai Dharmu, 


1. Clerk to Thomason, January 27, 1841, B. N. 83, p. 289. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 23, 1840, B..H. 83, h.m 135. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, July 2, 1832, B.N. 79, B N. 64. 

The portion of Rajinda, the third oo-parcener, was resumed by Government at 
her death in 1836. 

5. Clerk to Metcalfe, Jwuary 20, tmB, B, H, 83, U N. 58* 
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the Sardarni of Tira and his having taken possession of the estate. She 
wfag the widow of Sangat Singh of the Karorsinghia Missal who came 
from the North of the Sutlej and possessed himself of Tira. She left no 
male heirs but had several daughters But the estate, as Clerk pointed 

con ormity with the customs of 


The revenue of the estate was about Rs 6,000 per annum. She 
left little personal property except a few horses and bullocks. She 
was always in debt and Clerk wanted the sanction of Government to 
Es 1.6u0orRs 1 700 to be spent on dischaiging her establishment of 
servants and soldiers and performing ber funeral ceremony about 
Rs. 1,000 were required for the former purpose and the lest for the 
latter. Transit duties bringing Rs. 5/8/- might be abolished. 

Tira comprised seven and half villages and was situated near 
the estate of Nihang Majra, which lapsed to Government in 1833 One 
village. Tasks, was granted by the Mai to Tehal Singh, the son of one 
of her daughters. Another village, Thogan, was held jointly by the 
Mai and the Skhs of the Nihang Majra, which had passed to the 
Britsh Governmfnt. The half village was given as a dowry to one of 
her daughters who was married to Wazlr Singh of Nagla Lalpur and was 
still held thus. Another village, Koni Majra, had been conferred only 
two months earlier on Nihal Singh, son of her brother Gujjar Singh 

The annexation was approved- by Government » which sanctioned 
the abolition of transit duties 


(10) Estate of Najra. 


This estate belonged to Sahha Singh, a Nihang Sikh, but passed 
to his widow, Mai Rattan Kaur, at his death. When she died in April 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 16, 1838, B. IT. 38, Ii. N. 8. 

Also see, Metcalfe to Clerk, Janua^ 36, 1838i B. N. 38, Ij. IT. 6, 
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1833 issne, .tfee : '0 lapsed .to Goveromeat.^'. .^The Sardarni 

left "persona,!., ;property wprtli. about nine bu-vdied tupees, exclusive of 
wbat'^sbe left- at'.Anand'Makhowal, .where'slie .had been,' living ever since 
her hasband's death,: ,, ,' 

Her jewellery, w,orth about ■ -four ■ or five thousa.nd rupees, was 
.recommended by^Ckrk' to ' he.,., given -, to. the daiigbters of' ,Sardar Sabha 
Singh, by a former marriage , Clerk estimv^^ted the, reverme to be about 
nine thousand rupees per annum,, . One" village,,- Mirpur - had been 
bestowed on Ms two daughters by Sabha-'- Singh and, they resided there 
with their families.^- .■ Transit duties, bringing Rs. 'f?,, were reeomm nded 
by Clerk to be abolished , About '925 k acha big,has^had been given a-A-aT 
in charity by S,'abha Singh and continue'd by- his widow. Clerk felt that 
.Government should continue these grants. An establishment of Rs. 110 
.a , month was needed to m,ariage the estate, which was capable of m,uch ' 
improve,ment.,and bound, to fetch a greater amount o,f,'reyeiiue.. 

The estate of Mnstafabad was... at .- first resumed by the British 
Government as a lap.e; later on it was returned to Sardar Rattan Singh^ 
son of Sardar Mehtab Singh, on his advancing a claim to it,- 

On November 2, 1834,^ Clerk .-reported the death of Mai Gauran 
of Mustafabad, which had occurred a day eadier, ami added that he had 
placed a servant of the Agency in charge of the estate, considering .it to 
have lapsed to the Supreme Government. 


'■■■ ' B.N. 79, 'XL. N. 81 and 147, Septemfeer'S-'and November 27, 1833. 
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The last Sardar of Mugtafabad, Mehtab Singh, had died in 1797 
and had been succeeded by his eldest son, Jodh Singh, who had been 
kiled shortly afterwards, leaving his brother Rattan Singh, then a 

minor, . as. the, sole heir.^ 

Bobides Jodh Si ngb/s mother, who was long dead, there wf^re 
two more wives of the Sardar ; Sulakhni, Rattan Singh’s mother who 
took the territories situated on the Sutlej and Gauran, the other widow 
who got Mustafabad. ® 

In the confusion which followed, Gauran was driven from 
Mustafabad and retired to her husband's trans-Sutlej possession, where 
Sulakhni was residing. ^ Her territory was defended by her brother 
Gurdit Singh. She returned shortly afterwards and re established 
herself at Mustafabad Some years later, the estate of Sulakhni was 
wrested from her by Diwan Mokham Chand, the General of Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh. She appeal d to Gauran for help but could not secure it ; 
also the latter would not allow Sulakhni or her son, Rattan Singh, to 
share with herself the administrat.on of Mustafabad. ^ 

Rattan Singh in 1812 had appealed to Ochterlony for possession 
of his father’s estate but his claim had been rejected by that officer ^ 
on the ground that Gauran was in possession and that the British 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, Augus^t 21, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 80. 

Scott to Macnaghten, .Time 11, 1837, B. JST, 37, p. 258-60. 

2, Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1834, B N. S\ L. N. 56. 

Clerk described the possessions of Shlakhni as consisting of **Sita and Usxnanpur 
with 15 dependent villages to the North of the Sutlej and Danaur with three. 

3 Scott to Macnaghten, June 11, 1837, B. N. 37, p 258-60. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 2, 1834, B. N- 80, L. N. 192. 

4, Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1832, B.N ;80, L. N.56.'. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 12, 1832 B. N. 80, B. N, 192. 

5* Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1832, B B. N. 56 

Clerk to Fraser, November 12,’1$32, ,B. N. SOj-B. N 192. 
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Govefnffie.iit' had guaranteed existing rights only. i therefore, the 
posseMon, of, GaiiraE was' upheld. As ■Clerk remarked' : ®^OchterIony and 
later authorities, 'seem to have considered this exclusion of Rattan Singh, 
several years ago, previous to those stales being received under ■ the 
protection of the British Government, which guaranteed only existing 
rights, as invalidating his .claims, to recover the Taaluq at any future 
period. ' Glerk'fe't that, t^^ decision- was ..-just and,, observed : “If such 
ciaims were admitted, the precedent would occasion another immigration 
of the Sikhs from' the, North of the Sutlej' , to revive . claims which were 
annulled during that disturbed period/^ ^ and that the recognition of 
Rattan Singh’s claims would “excite in num rous instances hopes of 
recognition by the British Government of other rights aonulled previous 
to its connection with these states...... hopes that must be dis-appoin- 

ted, because their fulfilment would be at variance with the principle 
which has hitherto regulated all its decisions in regard to the rights of 
the Protected Sikhs''. Clerk added : “This principle has been uniformly 
acted on, even in case, in which deviation from it would have been 
more agreeable to abstract justice. It has been most scrupulously 
adhered to, although in many instances attended to with obvious 
inconvenience to the public and involving a serious sacrifice of the 
interests of the British Govenment. Its operation in this instance brings 
Mustafabad under the management of the Supreme Governments'.^ 

Excepting Rattan Singh, there was no surviving brother c^r any 
o'her male relative of Mehtab Singh. Gauran had a daughter who had 
been married to Mehtab Singh of Thanesar and enjoyed a comfortable 
jointure there. She also had the village of Gundapura, in the Mustafabad 


L Soott to Macnaghteu, June 11, I8SI7, B. H. $7, p. 258-00. 

2. B. H.80, li. m. 

S. Clerk to Fraser, Hovemfoef 2, 1884, B. ISf, SO, t, H. 

Clerk coveted Mustafabad on account of its important eituation. It lay on the 
high conamereial toad between Ludhiaha and Jagadharx* It connected the East 
of India With the Punjabj and had once been a very fiouiishing town until under 
the Sikh Government had almost become depopulated. , 
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Taaluq, given to. /berV mother, / So "when. Gauran . died on November I, 
1834, Rattan Singh once 'again appealed. .to Government:' for a recogn tion 
of ..his, claim.' 


Metcalfe wrote to Clerk, ^ quoting the orders of t^ e Lieutenant- 
Governor, which were as follows: — 


‘*His Honour in concurrence with the opinion expressed by 
the Political Agent at Ambala, is pleased to determine on the resumption 
of Mustafabad as an escheat to the British Government in consequence 
of the death of Sardarni Gauran, 


The claims of Rattan Singh having been already declared 
invalid, there appears to be no other surviving male descendant of 

Sardar Mehtab Singh, husband of the deceased and Mustafabad, 

having been separated entirely from the other possrssion of the family, 
there appears to be no doubt as to the propriety of considt^ring the 
estate as having lapsed to the Government/' 


Rattan Singh persisted in his ejdor.a, until 1837, when the 
decision was reversed and Mustafabad returned to him. The then 

Lieutenant-Governor, passing the order, remarked : has great doubts 

of the right ot the Government to retain possession of the estate or that 


1. Metcalfe to Cle-k, April 6, 1B35, B/K. 36* L, N. 15, and Secretary^ Agra 
Government to Fraser,- B, N* p. 143^' ' 
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i, y stidli fresli tit'Ie has Heen established by the mode, in' ' which'., Gaiifan 
.achieved, possession/ as ' wouldjastify; the 'rejection of ' fc.lse • claims of .^th.e, 
heirs of Mehtab Singh and the appropriation of the estate as- an ascheat 
on the ground of Ganran's death v^ithont issne. The claimant Is the son, 
of the Chief whose widow we found in, possession and. would u.ridoubtedly 
..have succeeded, had , his f. aether died in, 'our time'h ^ 'Under' .these 
circumstances, '‘His Honour , is disp.osed to recommend that the posse- 
ssions of the chi.iftiant's father now in our hands, be given back to the 
claimant’b ® This decision was approved by the Supreme Governmeni 
and Mustafabad given to Rattan Singh. ^ 


1; Metcalfe to Clerks August# B. K. St, h. K. SO. 

Sdott to Metcalfe# August# -12, 18S7, B. S?, p, 2^8. ' 

Scott to Maouaghteu, J’une 14# 1837#' B. H. ST, p. 258-^60, 


2. Ibid* 


Gurdit Singh# tb^ btotbef of Mai Glautau# al^o put forvs^ard his olaiui, but li 
t Macnaghtett to Scott# Jufy^ if, IStT# B,'Hi if,- p. 2dl. - 




Bhagwaa 

Bingh> 


Mehtab Singh, 
died 1816. 


Raj a Fateh Singh, Partap 
died 1822, Si gh 


For the Table, I have compared the Tables gfven hj Sardars Sanip Singb 
mud Sukha Singh in their petitions with those given in ‘‘The Kafas of the 
Funiab” * p. 283, and “The Chiefs of the Punjab^’ - p. 483. 


Ourditta ancestor 


Sukhchain, 

of the Nabha family, 
died 1754, 


Died 1751. 

1 


1 

Alam Singh, 

1. 

Raja Gajpat 


died 1764 

Singh, the 
founder of 



Jind Chief- 
ship died 


Mehar Singh, 
d.ed 1771. 

I 

Hari Singh, 
Died 1781. 

Chand Kaur, 
married to 
Fateh Singh 
of Thanesar. 


Raj Kaur, 
married to 
Maha Sigh , 
fa ther of 
Maharaja 
Ran] it Singh. 


Raja Bhag Bbup Singh, 


Singh, 
died 1819 


Karam 

Singh, 

died 

1817 


Sarup 
S ngh. 


Sukha 

Singh. 


t437 ] 


APPENDIX n 

to 

CHAPTER m. 

GENEOLOGICAL TABLE OF JIND HOUSE. 

Phul. 

J 

Tiloka 



[ 438.3 •■■■■' 

APPENDIX in 

to 

cBAPTEi in. ; 

r : Met ealfe waiit-ed to, ksow ...from. Clerk what provisioa he woii,ld 
recommend for the widows, if his proposition- about escheat of Jind were 
accepted,^ Clerk" replying; suggested a very liberal provision for, , all the 
widows the sum total of which would absorb more than a third of the 
revenues of the principality.^ The list w^as as follows : — 

1. Sahib Kiiswar. 

She was the elder widow of the last Raja, Fateh Singh and 
the mother of Sangat Singh, during whose minority she acted as a 
regent for three years Also she was managing the state after the de-‘ith 
of her son. Her jointure was the h come of two or three villages yielding 
about Rs. 3,000 per annum. Clerk wanted that her provision should be 

on a very generous scale and recommended that she should be given 
lands worth about Rs. 25,000 a year in all* She was the most important 
of the Jind widows and her provision was to be the most liberal. 

2. Khem Kaur. 

She was the junior widow of Raja Fateh Singh. She possessed 
a small village besides an allowance of two rupees per diem. Clerk 
tecommen 'ed for her another Rs. 5,000 a year. 


L Metcalfe to Clerk, May 14 26, 1S35, B. LL* 22 and 23, 

2. aerk to Metcalfe, Jiiae 4, 1835, B. 1^.70. 


"■ [-mi 

13) Sal>liii.Kii’iwar<» ■ ; 

She was the senior widow of R.ja Sangat SinghV She ha^ 
village and two rupees per diem. ■ Clerk recommended that she ' be g. yen 
a 'money grant of Rs. 10, '006 a year' in addition to lands w'hich:^ should 
fetch another Rs. ; 10-, 000 per annum.. ■ .In ail her provision was to be 
.R'S''':20^,00.0' ■a.year.-^' 

(4) -Naiid Kiinwar^ 

She was the seco. d widow of la e Sangat Singh and posso'sed a 
small village and two rupees per d em. Clerk suggested for her a cash 
pension of Rs 5,000 a year and grant of land worth another Rs. 5,000 
a year... ...... Rs 10,000 in all. 

(5) S'likhan^ 

She was the third widow of Sangat Singh and like the Second, 
possessed a small village and two rupees per diem. For her also. Clerk 

recommended Rs, i0,0CO a year Rs. 5,000 in cash and Rs. 5,000 

in lands. ' 

-(6) Bhagbhari. 

She was the senior widow of Itunwar Paftab Singh, the younger 
brother of Fateh Singh. She had been granted two villages and two 
rupees per diem. Her present lands were worth Rs. 5,000 per annum. 
" Clerk suggested that she be given another Rs. 1,000 a year, so that her 
total provision might amount to Rs. 6,000 per annum. 


1. The father 'of Sabba KunWat, Sardar Banjifc Singh, met Clerk and assured him 
that his daughter desired only that her jointure may foe soon assigned to her and 
that on a scale suited to her rank,{B,..H. S2, 1!, July 23, 1836). Later on, 

however, she put forward her claim to succeed to the Chlefship, 
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(7 Ratlati Kunwar. 

She was the second widow of Partab Singh and was in possession 

of a village and two rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that her 
provision should amount to Rs. 3,000 a year in all 

(8) Ram Kunwar. 

She was the third widow of Partab Singh. Before her marriage 
to Partab Singh, she had been the wife of Mehfab Singh, the brother of 
Partab Singh. She, like Rattan Kunwar, possessed one village and two 
rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that her jointure should be fixed, 
like that of Rattan Kunwar, at Rs 3,000 per annum. 

(9) SubRai 

She claimed to be a widow of Partab Singh, though not 
acknowledged as such by the family. She received Rs. 500 a year, and 
in the opinion of Clerk did not deserve more. 

(10) Jal Kunwar 

She was the widow of Kunwar Mehtab Singh, the sec md brjther 
of Raja Pal eh Singh. No provision had been assigned for her but she 
was desirous of having one. Clerk suggested for her th • sum of Rs 3,0J0 

per anBiira. 

Abt'Ut the mode of payment. Clerk observed : It would be 
preferable to the territory if money payments alone tvere to be assigned 
to all these ladies, but the relations and dependents of those, who alre dy 
possess a village, would be very averse to the commutation”.* 
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Xlerkadoiitted that 'the proposed -mainten was very Itberai 
bat he said that , *'^the jind territory is capable of yielding the' means of 
assigning Jointures to the’ several widows of the family of far greater 
amount than they can have expected under other circumstances to have 
enjoyed*'.^' Governofient would obtain some surplus after meeting the 
expenses of the management of Jind and unless there was surplus it 
would not stand to gain anything from the escheat.^ When quite liberal 
jointures could be given out of the small estate of Jamiyat Singh of 
Thanesar, much more liberal grants could be made out of the Jind 
revenues. Clerk strongly felt that '*the present case is not one in which 
Government would consider that even the maintaining of its resources in 
the lapsed Chiefship altogether undiminished should be secured by 
assig’iing to the surviving members of the family for their lives anything 
less than a liberal provision/’® 


1 » Perhaps Clerk wanted the widows to reconcile themselves to the lapse. Govern- 
ment seemed to have been a little surprised at these amounts. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 4, 1835, B. N 81, L. N. 7<). 

Clerk says ; ‘‘Otherwise the resources of Government would, for the present, be 
impaired by assuming the management of a territory from which, while a Chief 
existed it could derive assistance in time of need, as from a Protected State • 
Baja Sangat Singh maintained 700 Horse and 1,000 Sibundis. He was unques- 
tionably prepared at any time to have joined the British arms with ail of these. 
So are ail the Protected Sikh Chiefs prepared to act according to* their ^ means 
So has the Paramount power a right to exjfect that they will act.. It may, 
morever, be added that these Chiefs at all times, testify the utmost Keal to 
render such service to the power that has so long and so* effectually protected 
them”. 

S, , Clerk to Metcalfe# June.' , 1835, , B*' -K, JO# 

Metcalfe to Clerk. March ,30* , 1830. B#. K* 16.. 1*. 
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APPENDIX IV 

to 

chapter hi. 

Clerk dealt with the cases, which Sarup ’Siagh had gi¥eii ia 
support of Ms claim; one by one, as follows 

■ (1) The estate of KaLrala* 

Bhagbhari inherited Kakrala, the estate of her husband, Bhai 
Karam Singh, On her death in 1819, the estate was devolved on Bhai 

Lai Singh, ^ a distant relation, he being the Chief of Kaithal the 

nearest kindred of her husband. In this case it was remarked that “as 
there does not appear to be any certain rule in force to establish the right 
of any one of the claimants to the exclusion of the rest, it has been 
determined to adopt such an arrangement as may be recommended by 
the greatest degree of expediency united with considerations of justice'" 

;|2) ' The estate of Jaisa Singh e{ Baidwan* . 

The father of Jassa Singh, Bhup Singh and Albel Singh died in 
1821, upto which time the estate was undivided. His third share was 
claimed and adjudged to his fcurviving brothers — Bhup Singh and 
Albel Singh * 


. .of ■' Kaithal: disd; in . '.1818 "and. ..was suceosded by 'hi®:;. Son.; .Bhai; 
Partab Singh who reigned Mil 1823. Therefore the estate passed to Partab Singh 
and not to Lai Singh. Sea B. K. 82, L N, 180, and also Birch to Oohter ony, 

2. Jassa Singh’s estate woiild not have gone to his brothers but for the illegit macy 
of his son, Bassawa Singh. The boy was given the ©state of his father, but 
, later on ejected and dismissed with a stipend of Ra, 1,000 p«ir annum. ' The ease 
has been discussed in Chanter II of this monocrrAnh. 
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(3) The estate of Kharafe Singh of Shahahad. 

Karam Singh of Shahabad, the father of Kharak Singh, Sher 
Singh, Ranjit Singh and Kahaa Singh, died in December, 1808. No 
partition of the estate took place until Colonel Marshall, under the 
direction of Mr. Seton, the Resident at Delhi, effected one. On 
Kharak Singh’s death in 1831, his estate devolved on his uterine brother, 
Sher Singh, by the orders of Government. 

(4) The estate of Nnr-un.Nissa of Malerkotla. 

On her demise, the Chief of Malerkotla, claimed to inherit her 
estate. This was Pathan family. All the other descendants of the 
founder of the house also claimed a portion. Government allotted 
two-fifths to the Chief and one-fifth to each of the three descendants. 

(5) The estate of Kunipara. , ■ 

Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan died in 1828 and was succeeded in 
the Chiefship by his brother, Ghuiam Ali Khan. 

(6) The estate of Jaimal Singh Baria. 

The British Government, finding that Jaimal Singh, the elder . of 
the two brothers had usurped the estate of their father, interfered to 
enforce a partition. On the death of the widow of Jaimal Singh, his 
younger brother Gulab Singh was put in possession of her estate.* 


There was some doubt of Gulab Singh’s legitimacy but Clerk held that it could 
not be questioned in view of his having been given a share of his father’s estate; 
moreover, it would have the appearance of infringing the rule laid down by the 

British Government of its conduct towards the Protected Princes the rule 

to preserve all rights territorial, howsoever acquired, essting in 1809, when the 
protection was extended to the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs. With this view. Government 


Clerk to Praser, January' 8, 183fi, B. N. 81, B. BT. 6. 
Fraser to Clerk, March 0, ,, B-IST. 38, B,N. 11. 

Bushhy to Fraser, February 18, n ■ ,, , p. 100-01. 
Fraser to Maosween, January 14, „ ,, p. 101-02, 
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In his letter of November 30, 1830,* Clerk gave the number of 
cases, cited by the Chiefs in support of Sarup Singh’s claim, as twenty. 
Ootofthera.hetookthefollowing:— 

Ekamptes givea by the Chiefs. Clerk’s remarks. 

No 2. Bhai Lai Singh, son No. 2. He inherited only a portion, 

of Dean Singh, inherited the Each of the sons of the two brothers 

the estate of his uncle, Bakht obtained a share. 

Singh. ■ 

No. 3. Bhai Karam Singh No. 3 First the Bhai of Kaithal 

dying after the establishment claimed the estate on the demise of 

of the British Government in Karam Singh in 1811, The claim was 

Lndhiana and leaving no family, . rejected and the widow of the deceased 
Bhai Paxtab Singh of Kaithal succeeded. She died in 18 ’9 and the 
succeeded to the estate, estate wasannexed to Kaithal **as there 

appeared to be no certain rule in force 

to establish the right of any one of the 
claimants to the exclusion of the rest, 

' as it was determined by the Brdish 
Government to adopt such an arrange- 
' ; ■ , ment as may be recommended by the 

. greatest degree of expediency united 
r' , ' with- the consideration - of justice^* , 


I, awk to Metcalfe; Novembeir S0;aSg6, B. 't/N; 1^6, 


Eiamples glvea ty tl# 'Chiefs. 

of -Biiria; dying xliildless, his 
cott'sln Bhagwan Sipgh succee- 
ded;^ 


lo. 7. Sud Singh of 'Danaura^ 
died childless ^and was succee- 
ded in 1824 by his cousin Sahib 
Singh, an inhabitant of the 
Punjab living at Daulatpur 100 
Kos off, a proprietor of five 
wells. 


Fo. 8, Bhim Singh of Karera 
succeeded to his uncle Gaur 
Singh. 

No, 13 Punjab Singh of 
Thanesar was succeeded by his 
nephew, Jamijat Singh. 


Clerk’s remarks;- 

No. 6. Rai Singh and 'Baz Singh 
held portions of t he Cbiefship of Bur la • 
The first seceded from the management 
of his own portion during his life time 
in favour of his nephew Bhagwan 
Singh, who, accordingly on his uncle's 
death, succeeded to that portion aiso. 

No. 7. Sud Singh died in 1811 an 
his three widows made a partition of 
his estate. In 1824, the first died. 
Her husband's nephew came from his 
village in the Punjab and the Chiefship 
was conferred upon him. (There must 
have been good grounds for the 
measure which were not apparent to 
Clerk who was against th« domination 
of the Northern Sikhs). 

No. 8. Bhim Singh of Karera was 
a petty Pattidar, under the British 
Government on their estate of 
Jagadhari. His uncle Gaur Singh had 
adopted him previous to 1809. 

No. 18. In Punjab Singh’s portion 
of Thanesar his nephew Jamiyat Singh 
was not separate and so he became his 
heir. The other portion of Thanesar 
is in the possession of Jamiyat Singh’s 
relations. But on his death in 1831, 
his Chiefship was considered to have 
escheated to the British Government. 


Ixamples gifeabj, ilt Chiefs. 


Clefh'6 remarks. 


im^r 


^ , ■ N0» i4«:.„ Himmat . Singh of 
Shahabad was sncceeded by 
Karam Singh^ not related to 

Mnii.. : . ■ 


; So. 14 Karam Singh usurped' the 
territo'ry of the deceased .Himat Singh 
to the exclusion , of Aniip Singh, the. 
nephew of the latter and the nsnrpa- 
tion having occurred previous to 1809. 
Karam Singh*s sons continued. Chiefs 
of Shahabad. 


lo. : 18. , .Sher Singh inherited 
the estate of his brother, 
Kharak Singh. 


lo. ,15. Karam Singh of Shahabad, 
the father of Kharak Singh, Sher Singh, 
Ran jit Singh and Kahan Singh, died 
In 1808 No partition of the estate 
was effected until Mr. Seaton, the 
Resident at Delhi, ordered one. On 
Kharak Singh's death, his estate was, 
by the orders of the Government, 
devolved on his brother Sher Singh. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

The foUowing were the other disputes : — 

(i) Dispute belweeu Ibe Raja of Hiadur.aud tbs Singfapuria Chiefs. 

Writing to Prinsep in 1831, Clerk reported that he had received 
a letter from the Raja of Hindur or Nalagarh complaining of outrages 
committed by the Singhpuria Chiefs, who held certain villages in joint 
possession with him. The differences were of long standing. In the 
time of Murray also, there had been frequent disputes. Over these some 
twenty lives had been lost. Clerk believed that, in order to. preserve 
the peace between the parties, it would be just and expedient to require 
of the Raja of Hindur, to dismantle a fort which he had erected on the 
*Shamilat’ villages. Moreover, he had not obtained permission of the 
British Government for building it and Clerk asked the Governor-General 
to authorise him to destroy the obnoxious building. ^ 

The Raja had been feeling much irritated as the Singhpuri of Chiefs 
were getting a share of the revenue from his ancestral possessions and 
were asserting equality with him. Clerk also felt it necessary to point 
out to the Singhpurias the futility of any hopes that they might have 
conceived that their protracted differences could ever ‘lead the Supreme 
Government to consider it expedient to alienate for their separate benefit 
any portion whatsoever of the Rajahs ancient territory*'. 



1. Clerk to Primep, September 30, 1S31, B. H., tT, JD. K. 81. 

Clerk characterised the building of the fort as **incomatxble with a system 
which prescribes an adjustment of ^1 disputes between Independent Chiefs in 
these estates by means of the mediti tlon/bf the British ,.Covewmeiit’% ■ 


fort., ^ 
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In reply, the Supreme Goveriameat authorised the razing of the 


(2) Dispute between Patiala and Bhadaur. 

■ ■ ' to Wade, ,, at Ltidhiaiia.. in ,1831,' Clerk stated that the 

^differences' between the Raja of Patiala and the Bhadauris had threatened 
to assume a very serious shape which might have involved , the subjects 
of Maharaja Ranjit Singh also in hostilities with the ruler of Patiala. ® 
It seemed that an inquiry had been conducted under the orders of 
Murray, 'into the differences existing between the zamindars. oi Bhadaur 
and the Patiala State. The officers of Patiala, who had been deputed 
to Bhadaur for that purpose, were very nearly attacked by the Bhadauris 
and their allies, who were subjects of Lahore, numbering about fifteen 
hundred. Fortunately no actual disturbance ensued and they dispers e 
quietly on hearing that a superior force was marching from Patiala 
Clerk asked Wade to apprise the Lahore Vakil of this happening, so that 
their efforts should make such occurrences impossible. ® 

(3) Disputes between the Raja of Patiala, Fateh Singh - Ahluwalia and 
the Jabbu Majra Sihks. 

On October 7, 1833, ^ Clerk forwarded to Fraser copies of repre- 
sentations received in 1830, from Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and the Raja 
of Patiala in reply to a complaint made against them by the Sikhs of 
Jabbu Majra. This was in reply to the petitions made by Uttam Singh 

1. Prinsep to Clerk, October, 10, 1831, B. K. 31, L. K, 70. 

2. Clerk to Wade, August 28, 1831, B, H. 77, L. N. 58. 

3. Also, see Griffin’s '‘Bajas of the Punjab”, p. 268. 

4 ^ Clerk to Praser, October 7, 1BB2, B.-B*;' 78, ' I». H. 66^ ' 

; , ;.;Th«a«i‘'wei?©'earMer*disput©s H. 30/Xli.‘K: 53 md 
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Gurbaksh Singh, Fauja Singh and Gurdat Singh - the Jabbu Majra 

, Sikhs. 

It was on December 1, 1832, ^ that Fraser wrote a long despatch 
on their petitions. According to him, the late Resident had directed 
Murray to dismiss from Ambala the Vakil of Uttam Singh and Gurbaksh 
Singh if these persons were the subjects of Patiala. Murray had not 
inquired into the truth of the claims advanced by Patiala and Fateh Singh 
Ahluwalia to the services of Uttam Singh and other share-holders in 
Jabbu Majra. There were two *Tkrar-namas'% one executed in favour of 
Patiala by Uttam Singh on May 13, 1831, and the other by Gurbaksh 
Singh, Fauja Singh and Gurdat Singh in favour of the Ahluwalia Sardar 
a few days later. ^ According to Fraser, dates of deeds and the 
circumstances under which they were said to have been obtained ought 
to have prevented them from being received as proofs of the justice of 
the claims urged by Patiala and Fateh Singh, who affirmed that Uttam 
Singh and others had all along been their military followers.^ This was 
such a material fact that they should have been called upon to substah- 
tiate it by producing evidence to show that such had actually been the 
case. There was no such evidence forth-coming Murray had made the 
mistake of taking for granted ail that the agents of Patiala and Fateh 
Singh asserted and without any reason, assigned by himj acknowledged 
the right of these Chiefs to confine the petitioners, seize their property 
and exact from them stipulations contained in the ‘Tkrar-nama”. The 
complaint of the petitioners was that the above document was extorted 
from them. Fraser did not believe that the documents had been executed 
by the peti doners of their free will, as the conditions of service they had 
made and the giving away of more than half the revenue were so ' very 
unfair i he was sure that the documents were not obtained by fair means. 


I. Fraser to Clerk, Beptember 18, 1832, B. H- 32, T. 75* ^ , 

2* Fraser to Clerk, December 1, 1832, B. 32, L. N. 112. 

3. Clerk had sent the copies of these documents and observed that Martin had 
dismissed their case, asking him to do the likewise. 

4* Fraser to Clerk, December 1, 183 JB.H. .32,, Ii.H. Ii2i ■ • ■ " ^ ' *■' 
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; ' If Patiala and Fateh. Siogh Ahluwalla conM: iiavrj' /p that 
Uttam Singh and others had been their vassals before and since the time 
when the Sikhs states were taken under British Protection, their right 
would not have been called in question. Fraser claimed that no such 
attempt had been made by either of the two Chiefs. 

The petitioners had charged the two Chiefs with having unlaw- 
fully encroached on their rights as share holders in Jabbu Majra and had 
appealed to Government against the unjust proceedings of those Chiefs^ 
Fraser concluded by saying: have no hesitation in saying that I do 

not consider these documents valid and that the petitionera are not 
bound to observe the stipulations contained in them, until the Chiefs of 
Patiala and Ahluwalia shall establish what they have merely asserted 
that Uttam Singh, Gurbaksh Singh, Fauja Singh, Gurdat Singh were 
actually their Jagirdars, that is, held lands on service tenure at the time 
when Sir D. Ochterlony issued a proclamition guaranteeing in the name 
^ of the British Government all the Sikhs Sardars in their possessions. 
I request that you will act on the opinion which I have just expressed 
and intimate it to all the parties concerned/' ^ 

Clerk dealt with the case of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs again in his 
communication of May 15, 1833, ^ When Fraser ordered that compensa- 
tion should be paid to the Jabbu Majra Sikhs by the Chiefs of Patiala 
and Ahluwalia because the former were not the vassals of the latter, Clerk 
said that the contention of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs was that they had to 
sign the document denoting their fealty to Patiala when they were 
imprisoned at Patiala. That was not improbable; but the}^ had 
to Fateh Singh Ahluwalia to interfere on their behalf and had 


1. The petitioners complained that the Chiefs had deprived them of their 
possessions and plundered them of all the personal property for their refusal to 
acknowledge Patiala and Fateh Singh as their Chiefs who had no right to claim 
»uch superiority. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 1,1832,, 32, b.N, 112, 

I, Clerk to Fraser, May 15,^ 183$, I, -H, 38, 
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acknowledged in terms sufficieiitly explicit bis right of supremacy .. and 
their obligation as vassals, and so the second document did not seem to 
Clerk to have been extorted by compulsory means ^ 

Two other documents were produced by the agent of Patiala, 
One was an acknowledgment by the Jabbu Ma jra Sikhs of their Jagirdari, 
feudatory or dependent obligations, specifying the quota of the horses 
with which they were bound to serve by the conditions of their tenure. 
The date of the document was Sambat 1881 or ‘'six years prior to the 
date of that which is said to have been extorted from them while in 
confinement at Patiala.” The second document purported to be an 
acknowledgment on the part of Uttam Singh, Tauja Singh and Mussamat 
Bey Piyari of Jabbu Majra of the recovery of certain property which 
had been attached by the Raja of Patiala and Fateh S«ngh Abluwalia ; 
no allusion seemed to have been made to this document by the Jabbu 
Majra complainants in their statements to Fraser, 

Again, on October 31, 1833, Clerk reported to Fraser his having 
received a petition of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs complaining of the conduct 
of Patiala 2 The agent of the state asserted that the complaint was false, 
but Clerk added that there was ample evidence to show “the gratuitous 
falsity of the Vakirs assertion.” 

Fraser addressed three more letters to Clerk on the grievances of 
the Jabbu Majra Sikhs. He seemed to have been convinced of the genuine- 
ness of their complaints, In the first letter, he asked Clerk why their 
property, taken away from them by the two Chiefs, had not been restored 
to them*^ In the second letter, he again drew his attention to the above 
order directing him to appeal to Patiala “to refrain from committing 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May 15, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 38. ... 

2 . Clerk to Fraser, October 31, 1833, B.N. 79? 126. 

The complaints was that Patiala ruler bad sent his horsemen to' terrorise them. 

3. Fraser to Clerk, February 17, 1$34,; 'l'; u 'i .V 
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futtlier aggressions on tlie lands belonging to the complainants y in tbe 
third, two "Chiefs were asked once again to restore the plundered 
property,^ 

(4V "Patiala and Nani Singh of Chamioyan nr Chandkoyan.® 

Nand Singh of Chamkoyan presented a petition to Government 
denying the overlordship of Patiala. The question oi Patiala's supremacy 
over these Sikhs was referred by Ochterlony to certain Chiefs in 
1813 and Clerk was forwarding a copy of their reply which clearly 
showed that the Chandkoyans were not even then regarded by them 
'‘as independent of a superior lord” as had been wrongly asserted 
by Nand Singh. Except for the replies made by ' Gurdial Singh and 
Banga Singh, all the other replies were that these Sikhs were ‘Hhe Tabe- 
dars or co-parceners with, and vassals, of the Patiala A few 

years later, '"the violent and outrageous'* conduct of these Sikhs drew 
upon them the displeasure of the British Government. Ochterlony with 
the approval of Government, placed them under the control of Karam 
Singh of Patiala, before he had become the Raja in order to **avoid the 
extreme measure of subjecting the offenders to the misrule and caprice 
of the deranged Raja Sahib Singh" Clerk observed in conclusion that 
good relations had been existing for the previous twenty years between 
the Chandfeoyans and Patiala.'^ 

(5) Patiala and the Jhurruk zamindars. 

The zamindars of Jhurruk complained against the conduct of the 


1. Fraser to Clerk, May 10, 1S34, B.H. 34, L N. 34. 

Fraser to Cierir, May 17, 183 B.N. 34, L.N. 36. 

There is nothing more known about them. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, December 8, 1S32, B.N, 78, L.N. 81. 

3. Mocnaghten forwarded to Clerk the petition of Nand Singh asking him to 
submit his report (B.N. 3^ L N. -72, •'September 12, 1832). Hand Pingh had 

. asserted that he had never been subject to the Patiala State, (B.N, 32, p. 256-66) 

4. Nothing more could found out ' about the case. 
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Re ja of Patiala and Clerk was asked by Fraser to call for the explanation 
of the latter.^ The state authorities afforded the explanation required 
by Fraser but, as Clerk declared, ''after much delay and with considerable 
reluctance/* The reply contained a protest against the interference of 
the British Government between the Raja and his subjects. 

Clerk added that the Jhurruk zamindars Lad made a similar 
complaint to him before also, but he had advised them to make their 
complaints to the ruler direct. He observed : "To have done more 
would have been to have estranged the rules prescribed by Government 
for the conduct of our relations with the Protected Sikh Chiefs and the 
pledges we have given to observe these rules/* Further, he believed that 
the course which they were pursuing would annoy the Raja all the more; 
it was best that the interests of the zamindars should "be left to the dis- 
cretion of their legitimate rulers without the instrum^-ntality of the 
British Government/’ ® 

One of the zamindars of Jhurruk complained to Fraser that he 
had not been given protection by Clerk, when he fled to escape the 
tyranny of the Patiala Raja, ^ Clerk denied it, adding that the people 
who used to fly from Patiala were given shelter ; the petitioner had not 
expressed any intention of remaining under British protection at 
Ambala, He only wanted an order from Clerk with the help of which 
he could be considered as a British subject by the Raja of Patiala and 


I. Clerk to Fraser, August 19, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 77. 

Clerk remaked “Whatever may have been the cause of Raja’s dis-satisfact?oii, 
the course they have adopted of complaining to the British authorities is, 
least, which for their own interests, it was prudent to have recourse to in order 
to conciliate the favourable regards of the ruler. Independent of our pledges 
to our native allies generally and to the Sikhs in particular, the first claim 
and proper interests of their zamindars with safety be left to the discretion of 
their legitimate rulers /* 

Clerk to Fraser, September 30, 79, 


Ills case decided in that light. Clerk told him that that could not be done 
unless he had ascertained the validity of his claim to be treated as a 
British subject ; he wrote to Fraser that it would have meant '^divesting 
the Raja of those rights of sovereignty which have been formally 
guaranteed to him by the British Government'h ^ 

(6) Patiala, Kaltha! mi lleliar Slagliof Juinba 

Clerk, writing to Fraser on October 16, 18 '4,^ reported the 
misconduct of Mehar Singh of Jumba whose violence had aroused 
indignation both at Patiala and Kaithai. He had made a nioht attack on 
the fort of Bhatinda, belonging to Patiala ; naturally tbe Raja had 
remonstrated against it. The Chiefs of Patiala and Kaithai had desisted 
from chastising him, unless the}?^ secured an,, authority from Government- 
Clerk had sent repeated ‘ injunctions to the Sardar but he had refused 
to come to Ambala. Under these circumstances Clerk felt that there was 
no hops reclaiming him by gentle means and therefore he had to suggest 
to Fraser that Patiala and Kaithai rulers should be permitted to coerce 
him. Detailing his activities. Clerk said that Mehar Singh had ravaged 
the territory iu the vicinity of Jumba and plundered the merchants of 
Bikaner and Bahaw alpur. He was not prepared to mend his ways and had 
turned Into a complete Akaii, adopting the dress, habits and arms of 
that class of Sikhs. Both the Raja of Patiala and the Bhai of Kaithai 
had sent friendly deputations to Mm but he had not given up his 
unlawful habits. Clerk added that Mehar Singh had tried to secure 


L The case seems to be incomplete”— at least there. is nothing in subseciiient 
correspondance of Clerk to help us. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October 16, 1834, B.FT. 80, L.H. 176 

Murray, writing to the Rpsident on may 4, 1826,** had requested for his decision 
in the case of the claim advanced by Fatiala to exercise authority over the Bhai 
of Jumba, (B.K. 73, L,N. 69). 

The reply of the Hesident was that the Raja of Patiala had failed to establish 
his claim and that the relations between the two were to remain the rame 
If the ruler could produce evidence in his support, then the case would be 
decided in his favour (B.H. 26, L.N* 86). * 

Clerk also gave a brief biographical sketch of Mehar Singh. 


help from others but he had adopted measures, with the assistance of 
Political Agent at Ludhiana and the Lahore authorities, to prevent any 
help from coming^to him, 

Mehar Singh had one grievance ^against the Raja of Patiala; a 
village claimed by him and the Bhai of Arnowli, was aw rded by the 
Patiala ruler to the latter,^ The decision was just and had been 
approved by Clerk. So he had no adequate cause for adopting this violent 
course of action.^ 

(7) Kaithal and Charat Singh of Dhansita. 

The property of Charat Singh of Dhonsita was confiscated by the 
Bhai of Kaithal and he appealed to the British Government. The 
Secretary at Agra asked Clerk io call upon the Chief of Kaithal to restore 
the confiscated property immediately. 

Fraser had got the impression that the Agent at Ambala had not 
been very attentive to the Dhansita Sikhs. Clerk’s reply was to the 
following effect > 

‘T beg you to believe that it is from no want of zeal in the^ 
discharge of duties of this office, that I have not hitherto bestowed on 
the pretensions of feudatory or dependent Sikhs the same careful and 
unremitted attention, that is here devoted to the prevention of violence 
and the preservation of general tranquillity among the protected Sikhs 
Chieftains; but that my having hitherto abstained from interfering 


1. The dispute was in 1832 and the Raja of Patiala was appointed as an arbiter 
with the consent of both the parties— the Bhai of Arnowli and Mebar gingh, 

2, Clerk to Fraser, October 16, 1834, B«N. 79, L.N, 176. 

Mehar Singh fled to the territory of Maharaja Banjit Singh in order to ©gcapa 
the consequences of his violent action, and his possessions passed in keeping of 
the Patiala Baja. (B.N. 35, p, 693). Later on, Clerk administered the Jumba 
territory. (B.N. '83, /• . ; ' ; , .«• 
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.atitlioritatively between. the Chieftains and their vassalsj has risen, .solely 
fram':my desire to act. .in conformity to^ those opinions which I;, '.had 
'.presumed of the Government to have formed of the best and proper , mode...' 
of 'administering the affairs of these states '' Clerk then went on to say 
that his predecessors in office, m 'communication with the. Resideji.fcs at 
Delhi, had followed a consistent policy and its most important feature had 
been '“the rejection of complaints against recognised Chieftains by their 
subj rcts and vassals whether originaliy dependent or hiviog become so 
through voluntary engagements-*'^ The vassals of the iatttr class, since 
the extension oi British control, had been very eager to repadiata their 
engagement and assume a degree of independence which never belonged 
to them.^ 

(81 Sardar Fateh Singh AMuwalia and the Sardarni Snkhan. 

Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor-General, sent to Clerk the 
petition of Sardarni Sukhan, a widow of Sahib Singh, one of the 
feudatories of Fateh Singh Ahluwalia, asking him to report on the merits 
of the case for the information of the Right Honourable the Governor- 
General in OounciL 

Clerk, replying on September 17, 1831, discussed her case.^ The 
Sardarni was claiming Basti. The Sardar had sent his confidential agent 
to Clerk to say that he was prepared to consider her case favourabl}^ 
Four years earlier, she had been offered an annuity of one thousand 
rupees on condition of her residing in the Trans-Sutlej possessions of 
the Abluwaha Sardar. Clerk wrote that there was nothing about her 


1. 'Clerk to Fraser, J uae 19, 18B3, B.H. 48, H.4g 

2. According to Clerk, such feudal vassals were always eager dis»embarrass 
themselves of the obligations of an allegiance, incurred as the price of protection 
extended to them in of need*” 

3. PrmseptoClerk, July -L*HyS4. • 

Petition of Sukhan, B,N. 31, p# ’ 50-51. ” " 

4 " aerk to Prinsep, September 1831, _B.H. n.hM. 65. 
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claims in the records of the Agency at Ambala but some information 
was available from other documents ; he was of the opinion that there 
was no ground for interference on the part of the British Government 
to redress her grievances. 

Clerk then proceeded to give a review of her case. The father 
of Fateh Singh AhluwaUa and Sardar Diwan giagh of Basti married two 
sisters. On Diwan Singh’s death his widow selected Sahib Singh, the 
husband of Sardarni Sukhan, to manage her affars. At last she adopted 
him as her son but he- only ill-treated her. Basti was under the 
protection of the Maharaja before 1809, but it had been given to Sardar 
Fateh Singh Ahluwalia.^ When the Sikh state came under British 
protection. Sahib Singh was in possession of the Taaluq, which he held 
on a feudal tenure of Sardar Fateh Singh, his over-lord. This was 
shown in documents which contained the decisions of Ochterlony. 

Thus Sahib Singh continued till 1817, when on the plea of 
"mis-management, irregularities and contumacy.” Fateh Singh sent 
accross a force and after conquering Basti bad Sahib Singh® and family 
conveyed prisoners. They were confined in a fort for seven years. It 
was just at that time that Sardar Fateh Singh, having ofiended ihe 
Raja of Lahore* and hoping to be saved from punishment through the 
mediation of the British Government, became appprehensive of any 
complaints being brought against him which might tend to deprive him of 
its countenance. With this view he was said to have seat an order to have 
his prisoners secretly assassinated. This order was intercepted by the 
officials of Ranjlt Singh who ordered their release ; on the day following 
his release he fell from his horse and died. A petition had been presented 


1. Clerk to Prinsep, September 16, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N. 68. 

2. Sahib Singh presented a petition in 1818 to Captain Birch, alleging that he 

had been imprisoned and deprived of his possessions (B.N. 61, t.N. 24, August 
25,1818). ' 

S, Ahinwalia Sardar fled to JTagadhEHri in 1825 in order to escape the matbtof 
Eanjit Singh (Elliof to Murray, December 28, 1825, 6.17, 25, 1,.N;, 187). t,. 


to Ociterlony on , behalf • of , Sahib' „Stogh but it had been decided that^ 
in consequence of his having been subject to Fateh Singh previous to 
1859, his' release or contirmed captivity rested at the di'*cretion of the 
Ahliiwalia Sardar, ■ 

Clerk wrote that the case ''of. the 'Sarciaroi was pitiable in the 
extreme. His predecessor; Murray,, had secured for her a pro\isioii of 
four hundred rupees a year but 'she had refused to accept it. Her claim 
OB Basti could not be supported by Government. At the per&uasion of 
Clerk, Fateh Singh was'willing to give her eight Rundred rupees a je?ir, 
provided she resided' on any of the.lands 'of the 'Sardar situated within 
the British influence. The Political Agent proposed Naraingarh, situated 
.within thirty miles of Ambala, 'as the proper ■ place for her .residence and 
twas of the opinion that the Governor-General should advise her to accept 
heoffer.^ 


,■'P^insep^.,,'coEVeye '■ .sentiments of the Governor.. GeneralA'/' 

After condemnning the outrage on Sahib Singh, the Governor-General 
felt that the least that Fateh Singh could do was to make a provision 
for Sakhan. The sum of eight hundred rupees per annum was thought 
to be sufficient by the Governor-General .%vho was of ■the '.view •■th:at,,Jn':,^ 
.ofder.to 'assist .her'in the,, payment of -her' -debts, the Sardarii'i, was entitled 
to Vthe:aiirea!B;of 'the alto fromvthe. time of:Sah,ib:SinglFs'^ 


i* defk to Prlnsop, September 10, 1831 B.H. 77, L.H. 65 Sukhan had presented a 
petition in the time of Murray also. (B H. 28, h.N. 93, April 26, 1828). 

*. Brimopto Clerk, September 28, 1831, B.N. 31, L.H.64. 

Tho order was as follows 

*<F»teh Singh AMuwalia by colleoting' on , the frontier side of the , Sutlej th# 
force with which he made prisoner Sahib Singh and liis wife and by bringing 
Into the protected territory to commit the act of violence, brought himself 
limlty under the cogniKane© of the British Government,. ....... as an atonement of 

hie ui^iiatiiable proceedings he shall-' makO--' a 'fit provision for the widew ofth© 


s 


Clerk addressed another letter' to. ^Prinsep on October 13 , 1831 , 
on the affairs of Sukhand ' Fateh- Singh’ was ready to give her a Mgher 
allowarxe, if Government so desired, but ^he was not prepared to be 
responsible for her debts. Clerk said Gardar Fateh Singh had expressed 
liis surprise that Sukhan was not feeling satisfied with the proposed 
maintenance, though the principal widow of Sahib Singh was content 
with maintenance granted to her by the Sardar.^ Prinsep, in reply* 
conveyed the orders of the Governor-General, who could not understand 
"'why the Ahluwalia Chief refuses to allow the provision he oiBfers the 
widow of Sardar Sahib Singh of Bassi to have retrospective effect from the 
date of the Sardar ’s death, as he has admitted that the widow has claims 
on him by voluntarily offering to provide for her and this claim was the 
same at the time of the Sardar’s death as it is now/*^ 


(9)- Fateh' Singh Ahluwalia and Maha Singh Baro-gia. 

Tlscre were two petitions one from Maha Singh and the other 

from his mother against Fateh Singh Ahluwalia,^ About the larter, Clerk 
said that she had been given a provision of five villages after the sequest- 
ration of Maha Singh's share, but she had declined to reside in them. She 
persisted in living at Ambala and complaning of the conduct of Fateh 
Singh. Clerk recoinmsnded that the Sardar should attach her villages 
for two or tlire^ '^Fassals'h until she might become sensible of her duty as 
his vassal. Clerk also sent a Chaprasi of the Agency asking her to return 
to her estate. 


1',/ : Clerk to Prinsep, . f I, 

2. Sardami Suldian was originally the widow of a Sawar but was married 
^Ivarowa’ to Bahib Singh, According to Clerk, this form of marriage was not 
esteemed by the caste—Kallal — of Sardar Fateh Singh. 

3. Prinsep to Clerk, November 11,. 1831, B.N, 31, L N, 86. 

No further information is available about the case from Clerk’s despatches. 


4. Clerk to Fraser, September 24, 1832, B,Ni *78, L,N. 60# 
(Continued on ne:kt page ) 


i J 


* . : '• I'll Murray's Maha Siagli sent an agent to the Governor-' 

.GeiieraL who, after heariog the case in ' June, 1831 j dismissed , hlinj . 
Earlier, the Resident at Delhi, had addressed the same officer, ‘^directing 
.that Maha Singh should be informed that no direct intercourse could be 
had-with him from the Residency .and that he must be left to make such ' 
n-rrangements as he can with Sardar Fateh Singh Ahluwalia, his Chief ' 

.In 1833, Clerk once again referred his case to Government/ and forwarded 
two -extracts from the'"former Residents at Delhi, but the view of Govern* 
•m'^^ut- remained unchanged. 

(10) Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and fiulab Singh and Earam Singh of Aehiai? . 

Gulab Singh and Karam Singh presented a petition calling them 
selves ^'Sardars'", and being independent of the control of Fateh Singh** 
The Sardar sent his confidential agent to wait on Clerk; he brought 
several documents to show them to the Political Agent. They consisted 
principally of orders from the British authorities to the Ahluwalia Chief 


In 1825, Government had passed orders confirming the supremacy of Fateh 
Singh over Maha Singh. (B.N. 25, LL.N. 119 and 168, August 1 and November 
13, 1823, and Metcalfe to Murray, February 17, 1821, B.N. 26, LN. SO.) The 
relations between the two had been strained for a long time. 

Also see, Murray to Coiebrooke, October 16, 1827, B N. 74, L.N. 173. 

1. Murray had observed : **From June 1825 to May 1828, every effort was exerted 
to reclaim Maha Singh to sense of duty he owed to his superior and when 
admonition failed, ejection followed.’* 

(B.N, 77, L N. 47 June 22, 1831). 

2. Clerk to Fraser, November 11, 1832, B.N* 78, L.N. 76. 

Metcalfe to Murray, February 17, 1826, B.N. 26, L.N. 30. 

' His supremacy had been described as unquestionable. See, B.N. 25, L.N. i6S, 

■ ■ ■ ^ B.N. 27, L.N. 256 and B .N. 28, L.N. 1S8. ' 

X Clerk to Fraser, August 2, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 63, and p. 75-76. 

4. Murray to. Hawkins, June 29, 1830, B.N. 76 L.N. 262. • 

Fraser to 'Clerk; September 26, 1832, B.N. 32, L.N. 82, 

Clerk to Fraser, November 8, 1832, B-N^: 78> ,L,N.„ 76. 

Murray had tried to bring a reconeilia^ao^ between th© pities, (Mimrwto 
, Hawkms, August 13, 1830, B.N, 76, , L.N. 291). ¥ s / 
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to control the Achnair Sardars, who were declared his vassals; there were 
certain others showing the steps which Fateh Singh took in order to demand 
satisfication from them, when a Sardar, Rattan Singh Burewala, comp 
lained of an outrage committed by the Achnair Sardars. Clerk wrote to 
Fraser again on May 1833, about their complaints*^ Meanwhile, Fraser had 
directed that the Ahluwalia Sardar should place ttem in possession of the 
village of Achnair and three other villages, which had been given to their 
sons by alleged deeds of partition. Clerk added that the agent of Fateh 
Sir gh had presented copies of these deeds of partition; they had been 
^^proposed by arbitrators, agreed to by fathers and sons and drawn up by 
the Munshi of the complaints’% The agent of the Ahluwalia Sardar 
asserted that the petitioners — Gulab Singh and Karam Singh — had been 
in possession of the shares allotted to, and accepted by, them, and thus had 
acquiesced in the partitions - a position not accepted by the complianants. 

On June 26, 1833 Clerk reported that the two Sardars of Achnair 
had denied partition between themselves and their sons^. As he pointed out, 
this statement was difficult to reconcile with an original deed of partition 
which bore no appearance of being mediated by Fateh Singh. The docu- 
ment was subscribed by a Vakil on the part of Achnair Sikhs, bore the 
seal of the parties and was countersigned by Birch. ^ The complaints 
pleaded ignorance of Persian language but it was strange that all their 
representations, as Clerk observed, were drawn up in that language.^ 


1. Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 79, L.N. 40, 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B.N* 79, B.N. 51. 

3. Metcalfe pointed out in his report that the deed had been signed by Murray 
and not by Birohi {B.N.35, p. 380-83). 

4. Clerk also submitted an abstract of proceedings (p. 55-59) relative to the Achnair 
Sikhs from 1812-26, which showed that Ochterlony had addressed the Ahluwalia 
Sardar on a complaint against them by Rattan Singh Burewala in 181i ; in 1819 
Birch wrote to Fateh Bingh to adjust the above complaint; in ApriU822, 
Ross' said that Achnair was in the Misal of Fateh Singh ; in 1826, Murray mad© 
inquiries about the dispute between Rattan Singh and Achnair Sardars in 
which the latter were helped by a force sent^ by Fateh Singh Ahluwalia. 
^.'{B N. 79, Ii*N. 44)* 
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^ Clerk ■' wrote that the agent of : Sardar', 
.;Fatel% Singh :h desire on the -part of his^ master to leqaest 

Fraser to the notice of . Goyernmeni ; liis pretens'.on to ,: 

: supremacy*". : ' Metcalfe, in a letter of November 30, 1335, admitted; the 
supremacy, of the 4hluwalia Chief on Karam Singh and Gulab Singh but 
invited the opinion of :Gierk - about the . dispute between them and their 
sons.® He was of the opinion that the past inquiry had mot been; 
satisfactory and many points had been • either overlooked or imperfectly 
investigated. He also asked Clerk to give him his opinion about the 
authenticity of the deeds of partition.® 


1. Clerk to Fraser, December 1833, B.H. 79, D.N, 153. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 30, 1835, B.K. 35, L.N, 82, 

S. Metcalfe forwarded three deeds of partition : — 

(a) between Oulab Singh his sons — Bhup Singh and Dip Singh ; it was without 
date and nnattested. 

(b) between Karam Singh and his son Basant Singh, dated Baisakli 25, 1877. 

It was attested by Karam Singh and seven other witnesses, 

(c) between Gulab Singh and his nephew Basant Singh, dated Sambat 1881. 
Gulab Singh declared it a forgery although it bore the impression of his two 
seals, a view with which Clerk agreed (B.N. 79, p, 58). Metcalfe pointed out 
that this was the deed of partition referred to by Fraser, who drew conclusion 
from the suspicious nature of the assignments * ^tending to invalidate the 
rights of the nephew to possess it.” 

Clerk was also asked, if the deeds were authentic, the causes which *‘led to the 
partial annulment of the first by the execution of the third,” 

It was in October 1837 that Metcalfe once again took up the question by 
submitting a report about the claims of Gulab Singh, His claims were two 
fold : (a) to be absolved from the allegiance to the Ahluwaiia Chief, 

and (b) ,to be reinstated in certain portion of his hereditary estate now 
in the possession of his sons. As regards the first, Gulab Singh denied that 
either he or his ancestors were ever connected with that Chief as Missal dars 
or party men, a point which Murray had admitted to have been true* The 
facts supporting the supremacy of Ahluwaiia were (1) the grant made by 

(Continued on next page ) 
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Fateli Singh Ahluwalia and Atal Singh. 

A serious outrage was corninittcd on a British officer in the lands 


his grand-father Jassa Singh of some villages to Gulab Singh’s grand-father by 
which the grantee became a vassal and (2) a decision of Ochterlony (November 
» , lbi6, to eject Gnlab Singh from certain lands belonging to another Sarder 
In refutation of the first point, Gulab Singh submitted a paper without date 
bearing the seals of 31 Sardara purporting that the villages had been in possession 
of his family for 70 years and that he had never been a vassal or dependent of 
the Ahluwalia Chiefs; this paper was never brought to the notice of the Poltical 
Agents. In regard to the second, Gulab Singh had raised no objection; more- 
over on November 16, 1819, a letter was addressed by Birch to the Ahluwalia 
Sardar in which Gulab Singh had been described as ‘^obedient” to Fateh Singh 
and calling upon the Chief to settle the dispute. There was no doubt of validity. 
In April 1822, Ross had passed an order in which the Aehnair Kotla was declar- 
ed to be held by the Siklis in the Ahluwalia Misal. Moreover, Karam Singh, Gulab 
Singh’s brother, had ^voluntarily acknowledged the vassalage of former days.’* 
Metcalfe reminded the Secretary at Agra of the injunctions of Government 
prohibiting any interference between acknowledged Chiefs and their subjects, 
adding : am of opinion that the case is not properly cognizable by us.” If 

this be thought erroneous, Metcalfe was of the view that it would be necessary 
to resume the investigation almost *de novo’ further, Gulab Singh must be called 
upon to substantiate by evidence his hereditary tenure and indepen fence while 
the Ahluwalia Sardar should show the grant of his ancestor J assa Singh, under 
which the estates were held. 

About the second article of the dispute, it was declared by Gulab Singh that 
the division in question had been made in opposition to his wishes while, on the 
other side, it had been said that it was Gulab Singh’s voluntary act, the deed 
being registered in Political Agent’s office at Ambaia. In reply, Gulab Singh 
called the deed a forgery, “a plea easily advanced and equally capable of proof 
or otherwise by the examination of all the parties concerned”. Metcalfe also 
referred to Clerk’s letter of June 26, 1833 and &id not agree with Fraser’s view 
that the deed was a forgery. On the other hand the deed of partition, having 
been registered and authenticated by Murray was declared v^did by him, ai. 
though he added that the point at issue was '‘susceptible of furtl >er confirmation” 
He thus confirmed Clerk’s conclusion 

The Secretary at Agra conveyd the approval of the Lieutenant Governor in the 
sentiments expressed by Metcalfe that the case was not odgnias ble by Govern- 
ment, and thus no interference or investigation in the matter wf i necessary. 

Metcalfe, to Clerk, October 31 > 1837, B.N. 37, L.N 106. 

Metcalfe to Hamilton. „ 9, . ,, p,380-83r 

Hamilton to Metcalfe, „ ^1,. p*384. 
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:©f''Atal^ oi Fateh Siagh;'' tha laftef seat' a part of hia 

horsemeB' to the' village of the former to- chastise Mm.^ .He represealed his 
case to the Agent:, Governor-General, at Delhi who issued instructions to 
Clerk to see that horsemen were withdrawn. ■ 

This brought a protest from Clerk who was of the view that Atal 
Singh deserved to be severely punished and ‘"not that he should be 
allowed to evade even the restraint of a few horsemen placed in his villago 
by his Chief, Fateh Singh, in consequence of his having so mis-conducted 
himself/’ Talking of Fateh Singh^s feudal rights, Clerk said that his 
surpremacy over Atal Singh and his village had never been questioned 
for the last twenty-five years; on the contrary, he had received the most 
explicit and written assurance that no interference would be exercised 
with his rights of sovereignty. Clerk then went on to observe that the 
vassa’s like Atal Singh should be discouraged from resorting to Delhi, 
otherwise the Chiefs would not be able to control their excesses.* After 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1834, B,K 80, L.N. 115. 

Clerk Bad sent the Tehsildar of Ambala to make inquiries into the outrage but 
he was fired upon by Atal Singh when engaged in this task. 

In an earlier letter of tf ane 24, 1834, Clerk had given the details. The victim waS 
one O’Brien and the village was Bukri. At the orders of Clerk, the Ahluwali^ 
Chief was allowed to station a JDastuck, imtii Atal Singh should * ‘explain his 
contumacious conduct and declare or exert himself to trace the perpetrators of 
the outarge”. (B.N 80, L.K74.}. Fraser thought that nothing had been established 
against Atal Singh, and therefore, the people placed in his village should be 
withdrawn, 

Fraser to Clerk, July 16, 1834, B.N. 34. p.307 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1834, B.K, 80, L.K. 115, 

Clerk thus explained his attitude: if an offending party in the position of 

Atal Singh be enabled — to procure an order annulling every measure of restraint 
which his recognised Chief may have recourse to, the system, which has hitherto 
been pursued and which is founded on the assurances given to Protected Sikh 
Chiefs, must be entirely subverted. If this principle of forbearance towards the 
Chiefs is lost sight of, the first effect must be to render them less intent on 
controlling the excesses ofltheir vassals. They will rather be promoted to conciliate 
them by relaxing these restraints by means of which the petty Sikh proprietors 
in inferior grades are in a great measure prevented from engaging in feuds and 
the turbulent , prosecution of their enmities. They would in every instance 
abuse the remissness by committing the greatest exceises”. 


[^ 65 ] 

having committed excesses, they, like Atal Singh, would repair to Delhi, 
and try to evade punishment by adopting the course he had adopted. By 
putting forward the plea of independence, Atal Siogh had gained time 
which must elapse in discussion of his pretensions and the original case 
against Mm must be kept pending. 

The contention of Atal Singh that his father had been independent 
sounded a little incredible as Clerk argued, a Sikh of limited 
resources could not have maintained his indepandence during all the 
anarchy which prevailed in these states previous to their being received 
under British protection.^ Morover, Fateh Singh was prepared, by every 
proof oral and documentary — to substantiate his claim over Bukri, 
the village of Atal Singh. Clerk, therefore, asserted that it would be 
unfair ‘Howards Fateh Singh were he to be required to renounce his 
authority over any place in which the British Government have never yet 
questioned his rights on the more allegation of its Sikh proprietor, 
unsupported by any sort of proof whatever*'. It would prove very 
mortifying, if not degrading to the Sardar, to be ejected from a village the 
coercion of which arose out of an attack on a British Officer. Therefore, 
Clerk recommended the dismissal of f Atal Singh from Delhi. Fraser 
was of the opinion that there was nothing against Atal Singh except the 
‘•firing of a matchlock under the supposition*' that servants of the 
Ahluwalia Cheif were approaching the village. He advised Clerk to make 
full enquiries and if Atal Singh were proved culpable he might be fined 
and remarked: cannot perceive that there are good grounds for 

allowing him to be harassed and ruined by the Ahluwalia people who have 
been drawn down upon him by us and the question of Atal Singh's 
relation to the Chief is one which must be determined separately; it were 
unjust to act as if the disputed point was a settled one or to permit matters 
to take a turn that will ruin him before it is settled.** ^ 

I-, Clerk- to Fraser, August a, I8S4, B;H; 80, h.H., IM. 

2* Fraaer to olerk, October 4, 1884, ‘ 

Hotbing further could foe ascertained about the cage's 
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(12) -Dispttte toitween Sariar Apt. Siigli ' Laclwa mi tie Sariars of 

The estate of Lilokheri, possessed,by Rattan Singh, was claimed 
.as a:Jef .%, Sardar A Singhd In March 1829, Murray had allowed 
him' to apporti^^ estate to the two sons of Rattan Singh /dn the mode 
presented by the Sikh usage'* Thus the right, of the Ladwa .Sardar, o.B' 
lilokheri had been admitted by Murray, but he ^‘liad no. other grounds for 
supposing Rattan Singh of Lilokheri to have been a Jagirdar than on the 
assertion to this effect hazarded by Ajit SinglV’; Clerk felt that the 
Sardar had no right to allege any such thing. The term ‘Jagirdar* could 
not have been applied to Rattan Singh but by the oversight 
of Murray. Clerk said that he himself would have kept quiet but for 
the injustice of award of xAjit Singh by which he had tried to benefit 
the younger son to the prejudice of the elder. ^ 

Rattan Singh was a Missaldar and his name was to be found in 
the list submitted by the Ladwa Chief in 1817. His rights were different 
from those of a Jagirdar or a person holding land on condition of service. 
But a Missaldar was one who had similar rights of independence and 
jurisdiction, only over a less e'ctended field, with the head of his Missal. 


1. aark to l^’raser, April 10, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 17* 

2* Murray had remarked: ‘‘Since you write that he is a Jagirdar of yours, whatever 
arrangement you will make will be proper’*. 

3. Clerk observed: ** 1 should myself also have proceeded in the same way, so 

long as the right of the inheritors were not outraged. I would, as my predecessor 
sooms to have -intended, to have tacitly admitted the control of Ltidwa but 
I would meet the abuse of that control as I have presumed to do by protecting 
.with the authority of this office the rights ;of .Chiefs of this grade which have 
been respected by the. British Government, since 'its first connection with tbohse 
states”. 

Clerk said that the Ladwa Chief, having obtained under Murray’s hand an admi- 
ssion of Lilokheri being' one of his Jagirs, recommended the yomxger son in 
^ preference to the elder one, as the former had won h' s favour. Eattan Singh 
also left a will by which he gave to the younger son a portion double of the elder 
one ■« share, but Rattan Singh *S' will according to Clerk^ was invalid as fie : 
. inhopted Eiilokeri and.not acquirod'it," :V' ; v 
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Clerk went on to say that the control over Missaldars esLercised 
by the Chiefs like Ladvva should be consistent with the 
maintenance of their due rights and that it was Go vernmeat 's duty to 
safeguard those rights and privileges which had been guaranteed to 
them ^ in this case. Clerk thought that the control of the Ladwa Chief 
was not based on any just principles of law, equity or usage. ^ 

On November 24, 1832, Clerk forwarded to Fraser copies of 
statements submitted by Mehtab Singh and Nirbhai Singh, two sons of 

Rattan Singh of Lilokheri, on the^subject of Ajit Singh's claim on them 
for fealty. ^ 

» he Ladwa Chief had presented a copy of a document, relating 
to this question, to the Agent, Governor-General at Delhi ; the above 
statements were in reply to that document. Strangely enough, the 
document bore the signatures among others of a Chaprasi of the Ambala 
Agency, lately, dismissed by Clerk, for misconduct and of three or four 
Ambala Vakils who existed only in the mind of the fabarictor'h 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 10, 1832, B. N. i78, L.N. 17. 

Clerk remarked: would be the last to lose sight of the principle which has 

been frequently acted on since the Sikhs came under the British Protection, 
of referring the disputes of persons enjoying even the superior rights of the 
Missaldars to the arbitration and control of a leading Chief situated with 
regard to them as Ladwa is to Lilokheri in every possible case consistent 
with maintenance of their due rights and while we oceasionaly relinquish to a 
leading Sardar the just arrangement of differences of others less powerful, we 
could not with any regard to consistency and fair dealings towards those, who 
have been regarded as substantive Chiefs and as thus having their rights 
protected by the British Government concede to ^ another an unconditional 
control of these rights”* 

2. In this connection, Clerk remarked: ^'Ajit Singh has entirely estranged from 

himself nearly every original Ladwa Misgaldar all these have long since 

renounced all connection with the house, solely for want of that conciliatory 
spirit on his part which under British , protection can alone attach a Misaaldar 
to a Sikh of superior resources”. L. N. 17), 

S, Clerk to Fraser, Kovember ‘Mi-, 1832,.. B, K# 79,’' ‘ , ^ 
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Tbereason of aot transmitting the statements earlier was that .Mehtab' 
Singh and Nirbhai Singh had expressed a desire to repair to Delhi and 
state their case before Fraser dn- 'the presence of -Apt Singh or his 
agents. ^ 


The village of Subga was oecupied by Giilab Singh Shahid '*on 
the plea of connivance of its Sikh occupants in robbery and disorder’". ^ 
Surmukh Singh and Gurmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh, the 
last male possessor of the village, put forward their claims. 


Tracing the earlier history of the village, Clerk observed that 
Jodh Singh Kalsi had filed certain papers relating to it before Ochterlony 
in 1813 complaining of an expected attack on the village by Bhanga 
Singh of Tfaanesar. Ochterlony asked Bhanga Singh to desist. No 
representation was received from Gulab Singh Shahid nor any reference 
made to him. On October 2, 1817, the Shahid submitted a paper of 
request, demanding the permission of Ochterlony to coerce the Sikhs of 
Subga. But no notice was taken of this request. There were 
no further proceeding till 1827. ^ 

Subga was possessed by Sahib Singh from 1812 to 1824. After 
'his death, his widow, Mai Nxirman, inherited it; at her death, Gulab 


1, Fraser, in a csmmunication of December 4, bad asked Clerk to direct AJlt Singh 
to-produee all evidence in support of hiS' claim {B.N. 32, ■ L.H. iSl). 

Nothing more is known about the case. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B. N. 79. b. N. 79. 

The Subga Sikhs complained of the destruction of their village by &uiab Singh 
Shahid but he said that the demolition was not carried further, than authorised by 

.. Gerk to Fraser. October 31, 1833, B., S’, . 79, L. N. 127. 

:: S. Gerk to lVaser, AugnstSa,' 1 
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Singh Shabid claimeddt.^ He said that -the ^iiazrana* of the village wsts 
paid through him to Monsier Louis and to Diwan Mokham Chand of 
Lahore, Also in a case of the village, the thieves were to be delivered 
to Gulab Singh, who was also called upon to make good the value of 
the lost property. Then there was a letter to Shahid in which he was 
directed to punish the village in any way he might think proper ; the 
Shahid replied that he had expelled the Sikhs, who were not the legal 
heirs of the Mai. The proceedings of Shahid had been approved by 
Murray, ^ 

Mai Nurman had given one half of the village to Fateh Singh, 
the son of her deceased daughter ; the other half was given in equal 
proportion to her two brothers— Sarup Singh and Sahib Singh. The 
latter were dead but their respective sons Bir Singh and Hazura Singh 
were holding half the village. The other claimants were Gurmukh Singh 
and Surmukh Singh, the petitioners. ^ 

Clerk was of the view that the whole case had been artfully 
prepared by Gulab Singh Shahid and added that if Fraser agreed with him 
that the Sardar had not established his claim, then it was necessary to 
consider the claims of the petitioners and also of Fateh Singh and others 
who had been ejected by Gulab Singh. At first, Shahid denied the 
act of partition, arranged by Mai Nurman, but Clerk took the disposition 
of the Patwaris who testified to it. ^ Clerk had also one document 


1. There was another eiaimant also — Dya Singh of Tungore, another Shabid 
Pattidar, who had. tried to annex it at Mai Nurmati’s death/ 

2. Murray to Wade, Juno, 29, 1931, B.;N. 77, L. N.43. 

Clerk te Fraser, August 29, 1833, B,]Sr,79, L, N. 79. 

3. The petitoners admitted that their father, J ajja Singhs had no land in aequiring 

Suhga nor did he possess any portion of it with his brother Sahib Singh but they 
put forward their ciahns as the! heirs t^eir uncle, > Sahib Singh, who ' had.^left no- 

male children to inherit his property. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, August ’ 29, 1833,'B* L. IC# 79^ 
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corroborating the statement of the partition of the village during the 
life-time of the Mai. Later on the Shahid contended that the partition 
wag illegal and that he, as superior lord, had the right of resuming the 
village as an escheat. He also denied; the claims advanced by Surmukh 
Singh and Garmakh Singh, ., the nephews of Sahib Singh, on the ground 

that Subga was not an ancestral property of Sahib Singh but self* 
acquired and that 11163? had always lived in the Punjab, separate from 
their uncle and his widow, and thus had no right to interfere to the 
prejudice of his (the Shahid's) claims. ^ 

It was only in 1838 that Metcalfe, who had succeeded Fraser as 
the Agent at Delhi, dealt with the case* ^ He thought that Guiab Singh 
Shahid had no right to resume Subga. The order of Murray, regarding 
the recovery of stolen property, could not be held to have authorised 
the sequestration of an estate to which the Chief had no other legal title. 
According to Metcalfe, his tenure was invalid and he must be compelled 
to resign possession and to refund whatever revenues or property he 
may illegally have appropriated to himself. About the division of the 
village, Metcalfe ordered that one-half should belong, as heretofore, to 
Fateh Singh while the other half was to be equally divided between Bir 
Singh and Hazura Singh. He rejected the claims of Surmukh Singh and 
Gurmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh, 

The decision came as an unpleasant surprise to Guiab Singh who 
wanted te send an agent to Delhi to explain his point of view to Metcalfe 
Writing in August,^ Clerk reported that Guiab Singh Shahid had come 


1. Clerk to Frager, August S9-, 1833, B*K. 79, L.N. 79- 

bid. But Clerk cited the case of Sahib Singh of Danaura who was allowed to 
inherit the estate after the death of Baj Kanwar, the widow of the Sardai of 
Danaura, in 1823, as he was the nephew of the Sardar, though he lived to 
the north of the Sutlej. 

See, iBlIiott to Murray,' February 16,, 1824, 'B. H, 24,'l4. H. 39. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, June 23, 1838, B. N*'38V L.H, '30. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, Auguft 23, SI. ' ' 
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personally to Ambala for purpose* As Clerk ' pointed out, the Sardar 
wanted to send \akil to Delhi as the Subga Sikhs were also going 
there. But lie told the Sardar that he- had not heard anything from the 
Snbga Sikh and, therefore, saw no necessity of his deputing any agent* 
Thus his Vakil could not be present at the investigation held by Metcalfe 
in the caseh The reply of the Agent at Delhi was that his dechion was 
formed after a very careful review of the case, that he saw no grounds 
for revising the same and that the Sardar was to 1)3 assured that the 
absence of the Vakil had in no way been injurious to his interest.^ 

On February 9, 1840, Clerk once more addressed Metcalfe on 
behalf of Gulab Singh.^ The Sardar pleaded tint he had possessed 
himself of Subga in conformity with the permission of Murray; Clerk said 
that that was quite true. If Metcalf should adhere to his decision, he 
might think of remitting to the Shahid the revenues that he had realised 
when he was accepted as the over-lord of the village^. 

(14) Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Bahadur Singh. 

A petition was presented by Bahadur Singh of Phaggu Majra, a 


1. Oirk reminded the Sardar that all his arguments had been heard by him previous 
to his reporting the case in August, 1833. • 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 29, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 55. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 9, 1840, B. N. 83, L. H. 137, 

4. Ibid 

Clerk remarked : ‘‘Should you adhere to your determination of restoring Subga 
to Fateh Singh, Hazura Singh and Btr Singh, you may perhaps think that the 
Shahid has, in consideration of the said sanction of my predecessor to his 
appropriation of the estate*..,,..., * a claim to the remission of that part of your 
decision of June 23, 1838, which requires him now to restore to the claimants 
all the revenues realised in the interval”. 

tlolblng nJbi'# abotit ■ 


Jagirdar holding land in fief ■ of Sardar Gopal Singh Singbpnria.^ Clerk 
pnti questions to Sardar Jodh Singh, another Jagirdar of the same Chief, 
about the points in the^ petition and came to the conclusion that his 
petition;^ Fraser to direct the petitioner to 

satisfy the just claims of the Singh pnria ChieC 

(15) Gopl Singh Singhpuria and Jossa Singh of BaMwan* 

The Singhpiiria Chief presented a petition lo Government pra3dng 
to have restored to him his share in the village of Chaudiala which had been 
conferred on Jassa Singh of Baidwan, with the sanction of Government, 
in satisfaction of an outrage committed by the retainers of the petitioner 
in which a dependent of the Baidwan Chief had been killed.^ Clerk said 
that he had referred the question to various Chiefs at whose suggestion 
Ross had recommended the forfeiture of Singhpuria’s portion of 
Chaudiala. 

Clerk paid a tribute to the character borne by the Singh puria 
Chiefs: their conduct towards their neighbours had been most 
examplary; that point should go in favour of the petitioner. ^ Further, 
a sum of money was to be paid to the Baidwan proprietors for the 
improvement they had made. 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 12, B. H. 79, L. H, 74. 

Babadar Singh had appealed to the British Goremmenfc to substitute some 
amount of grain and forty rupees per year for his claim of four -horse share, 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 13, 1836, B. L, N. 3, 

. Bushby to Metcalfe, ff % 99 ■ P. 15. 

■ eierk to Mafcoalfe, ' March 8, „ ' ' 82, L. N. 34. 

Metcalfe 'to Clerk, „ ' , ^ 36,' P. 74. 

. .Stott to Metcalfe, Febmary 27,. .j, '-.c P, 75. 

It has been confiscated in 1822 on account of murder of one Mustan Singh. 

3. Olerk said that their co-parcenery.relatioas.with the Raja of Nalagarh 

mWJiai. insnite of it; the Singhpurla Chiefs were highly spoken ofc 1' 
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Metcalfe, in a letter of April 14, 1836, referred Clerk to a despatch 
of the Secretary at Agra which declared that Gopal Singh Singhpuria 
was to be given his share in Chaudiala ^ Baton June 17, 1837, Clerk 
acknowledged the receipt of a petition from the Singhpuria Chief 
complaining of the non-fulfilment of that order.^ Explaining the cause 
of the delay, Clerk said that he could not prevail on the Baidwan Chiefs 
to accept any money compensation for the improvements made in the 
village, in accordance with the wishes of Government, He was trying to 
adjust the differences between the two. 

Clerk was of the opinion that the joint tenancy of the parties 
should be terminated as speedily as possible because it provided an 
occasion for frequent squabbles. The outrage reported earlier was an 
unhappy consequence of the joint control. 

Talking of the division of land between the two parties, Clerk 
said that he wanted to give the village itself to Gopal Singh, as the 
Baidwans had no objection to relinquish it; to the latter, he wanted to 
give the dependent mauzas, as they had been founded by them. In this 
division, the Baidwans were getting an excess of fifty-five Bighas of 
cultivated land and two hundred and ten Bighas of waste land; surely 
that was not too much for the Baidwans on account of their outlay on 
Chaudiala during the fourteen years of their occupancy. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 14, 1836, B. N. 36, L. JST. 30, and Secretary, Agra 
Government, to Metcalfe, March 26, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 111. 

Gopal Si ngh was to pay to the Baidwans a sum of money, to be fixed by Clark, 
as compensation for the improvement effected in the village. 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B. K, 83, I..N. 28. 

The petition is given in B, N. 37 on p, 146-47 and dated May 9, 1837, Gopal Singh, 
his petition, wrote that he was ready make a fair imbursement of the expense 
incurred by the Baidwans in the improVtoent of the Estate’ ^ He further 
agreed to any reasonable division ^the estate between himself «d th,a 
BuMmos ; a<?oor<imgto bin*; the i& i^rived him d^hi. Iwtt 

ittd so he i^rayed for ‘a more equitable .-ii' ' 
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Metcalfe replied on July 31, 1837, as follows^ : — 

“ I am desired to inform you that the orders of the 26th 

March are to be carried into effect, that is, Gopal Singh is to be restored 
to the share of the proceeds as -weii as to the authority which he originally 

possessed paying to the Baidwans such a sum as you shall 

consider a fair reimbursement of the expense incurred by them in the 
improvment of the Estate. But if either party desire a division, it may be 
made as proposed by the Singhpurias, i.e., either party making the 
division and the other making his selection”. 

(f6) Sardarni Sahib KuQwar and Wazir Khan. 

On May 2, 1833, Clerk forwarded the petition of Wazir Khan and 
ethers of the Ambala District, claiming indemnity money, which had been 
directed to be paid by Murray, in consideration of Wounds and death 
suffered in an affray in which they were said to have been engaged.® 
Commenting, Clerk said that the petitioners were the zamindars of the 
village Sawara, belonging to the Baidwan Chief but which was assigned 
as a jointure to Sahib Kunwar, the widow of Jassa Singh of Baidwan, 

The brothers of the deceased Chief desired to reduce the provision of the 
widow and had occasionally evinced their dis-satisfaction at the 

arrangement which was carried into effect by instigating the zamindars 
of the village Sawara to with hold their rents from her. 

Clerk went on to observe that he could not discover record of any 
such orders passed by Murray in favour of Wazir Khan and his party; 
nor there were any documents to support their statements. But the 
differences existing between Sahib Kunwar and her zamindars were 
notorious and had induced Clerk to inquire into these causes; be had also 
seen Bhup Singh and Albel Singh, the two Baidwan brothers, enjoinmg 
them to abstain from molesting the Sardarni, adding that no disputes 
had arisen since then. ® 


,,1. , ,|Micrife to caei*;. P.M. 87, 1-.N. 68. , ,, 

^ aw, k>o Phaser Fobmiay S, im, B. ^.'78, ^ 

Ibi4. 'V ■ ft'-;,' f 


•..5: ’Writing* again onihe same' -subjeGt a few- months later, Clerk 

said, that he' had made -further inquiries 'into the matter and was sending 
the Tep lies of both the parties.-^ Both— the party who was 'Stated 
to have paid and the party who was stated to have received some money 
on account of the certain alleged wrongs of the petitioners— ^declared the 
operation to be 'a false-hood* 

Clerk said that the truth of the matter was that their 
unsatisfactory conduct had provoked certain coercive measures on 
the part of the Sardarni, though they had not deserved such severe 
punishment as was given to them. He was again certain that they had 
been instigated by Bhup Singh and Albel Singh, her brother-in-law, 
who wanted to exhibit her mismanagement of the village in such a 
manner as might afford them a plea for resuming it ® Clerk again 
warned the two Sardars against creating dissensions between the 
Sardarni and her zamindars as he was trying to remove the causes of 
that friction.® Rewrote another letter to the Sardarni recommending 
her to adjust the claims of the zamindars ; she replied that she was 
willing to submit their case for opinion to the agents of the four principal 
Chiefs and to abide by their judgment. Clerk expressed himself in favour 
of the case bing determined thus. 

(17) The Sodis of Anandpur. 

The Sodis of Anandpur laid a claim to the small Taaluq of 
Bakonda. * It had been wrested from Najib Khan by Sodi Prem 


1. Clerk i.t 0 Fraser, May 79, L,K. 35. 

2. The two Sardars wanted Sa^ib Kunwar to accept a money provision. Bat 
this was not approved by Gov^nment and lands had to be allotted to her. She 
had been given a provision of Bs. 1,800 per annum. 

3. ’ Oerk to Frmw, May 13, 1833, B3. 79, 35. 

Clerk observed ; ‘‘Generally speaking in cases of differences occurring between 
Sikh Eulers and their subjects I am guided by the terms of our written 
' angagements with the latter, bufettk appeared -to be a .'j 
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Sioglij oneof tbe-five brothers/ - On : his death Ms widow was Is its 
possession till her demise. Then It was': occupied bySodi UttaiB' Singh, ^ 
who fixed Ms Thana in Balsonda* . In support of Mi claim, Uttam . Singh 
could -not produce any evidence, either oral or documentary that 
might go io' support his contention that he was in -exclusive possession of 
the Taalnq for the last twenty-four years, that is, previous to the 
extension of British control over the Cis-Satlej states in 1809. 

Uttam Singh filed a ‘Mebrnama/ atttested by two old ladies 
which showed that his usurpation was not later than the widow s 

decease within the period of British protection. The other Sodi 

Sardars also were entitled to their share in the Taaluq which Sodi Uttam 
Singh had usurped Clerk also cited an order from Murray which prohi-. 
bited Uttam Singh from repaid :)g a fort and warned him against 
erecting such buildings in a place to which other Sodi Sardars, related to 
Prem Singh, also laid a claim, ^ The testimony of the zamindars too was 
against the claim of Uttam Singh. Clerk was anxious to get the dispute 
settled by arbitrators selected by the parties themselves ; unfortunately 
the claimants would not agree to be reconciled by such methods. 
They were importunate for a decision and Clerk wanted the orders of 
Government in the case. 

It was on June 7, 1832, that the orders of Fraser were 
received * He was of the opinion that the parties were entitled to equal 
share, thus rejecting the claim of Uttam Singh to its exclusive possession; 
if any of them desired further investigation or there was some other 
oral or documentary evidence which they could produce, they were to 


1. Sodi Prem Singh had 'one brother »»med''Kahai* Singh who had two sons. 

Surjan Singh and Jai Singh. The rforzner had three sons Diwan Singh, 

Bidar Singh and Tilok Singh ; the 'last had died leaving a, widow Baj Knnwar. 
wh® olaimed her husband’s, share. Bodi d'ai Singh had. one Sodi 

^ ^ Singh. - . 

2, ClarktoFraser;may26, 

. Fraser to Clerk, June 7, 1838, B.H/SC ^ ' '' " ' * ■ " ' 




apply to Clerk wko skoald ’weigk it before carrying tk© aboT® decisJbn 
into effect,' ■ ■ 


(IB) The Hals of Malerkotla and Rahmat AU Khan. 

Three zamindars of the village of Eatfcan, belonging to the Rais 
of Malerkotla, were killed ‘do a violent aggression’* committed on their' 
lands by the zamindars of the village of Gannaur, which was in the 
jurisdiction of Rahmat Ali Khan. ^ The Rais complained to Clerk. 


Tracing the earlier history of the relations between the two rivals, 
Clerk remarked that an agreement had been signed by the two disputants 
by which arbitrators proceeded to adjust the boundary between the two 
villages. But the Rais had complained that Rahmat Ali Khan had 
prevented “an unfettered determination*’ of the dispute. So Murray 
had annulled the decision j and made an equal partition of the land and 
erected boundary pillars. That was in 1829. 


In 1831, the Rais had reported the destruction of the boundary 
pillars by Rahmat Ali; the latter was directed to offer an explanation 
and re-erect the pillars. To this he paid no attention; on the contrary, 
he denied that he had destroyed the pillars and ascribed tlxe act 
to the Rais himself. In another affray on the boundary, one of the 
zamindars of the Rais was killed by the people of Rahmat Ali Khan's 
village. The case was brought before the Political Agent at Ambala who 
called both the parties there and effected a reconciliation between them. 
Clerk said that there seemed to be a prespect of future peace between 
them, as a marriage was arranged between the two rival groups. 
Unfortunately, these hopes were falsihed, as quarrel broke out again. 


Clerk was so disgusted with the dispute that he wrute to Fraser 
suggesting signal punishment to the prepetrators of the outrage in 




« • \j ; I ■' r c '•>1 


1, Clerk to Fraserj 


f, Ootobei'' l§i 18^4# 9.^1* ..‘■'■ilw s.,fs jo w > ' 


oi^det to deter them from committing such; -that 
not only the zamiadars of village Gmnont should be pooisiied also 
the' proprietor to whom they were subservient —Rahmat Alt, Kh ' ^ ^ 

Clerk invited Rahmat AM Khan to Ambala so that lie migM 
adjust the differences existing. between Mm and the Rais. Biit 
Rahmat AM neither name nor deigned to reply to his letter. Under 
these chcumstaoces he referred the case to Fraser. ^ 

(10) Patiala and Fateh Sm^ 

, : ./The Bassi/an old Patha.n town,. -'were ,snff,,ering.,:,-a' great ^ 

.deal on account of the rivalry between -the ruler... of Patiala and S.ard.ai? 
Fateh.' .Sing.h Ahluwalia ,:^' who were- co-parceners The. officials -of Patiala 
were under-mining the authority formerly exardsed by ■ the AMuwalia 
Chief and were trying to usurp Ms right in the town This jealousy 
was the cause of blood-shed among their retainers. There was great 
insecurity among the people of the town which contained a number of 
respectable Afghan families. ^ 

The situation became so serious that Clerk stationed an 
of the office. But the parties had become so very bold that even his 
presence did not restrain their violence and Clerk:- became .adpreheasive^^ 
of preserving peace in the town. 


, L Hotfeing further IS known about the case. ' 

% ' aerk to 'Metcalfe, May % tSM, St, L,H, 84, 

a* In Wy 1887, Metoalf© asked Olerk' to, adopt measures for itdju»im«t %' 
I , ' mhitmtion of tiae points InAispute* '(B-H, L.M* 64), :: 
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APPEHDIX I 

to 

chapter pi 


/” '!!*“ **“■ diseased ..a plan 

r,h;tS‘r r“"“ »' *“ state, avail.b“ 

to the Bnhsh Government",. He gave tte details, a. Wo* :_ 

S23f„ 7T'’.".r^v~“ ‘“"““S'"* “>°"”ting to 2033 Home and 
. 2o3 foot, whtch the Chiefs wiU maintain in constant readiness to attend 

for inspectmn or for service. I have preferred to have a laige proportion 
o this contingent Infantry for whenever their service, are repaired 
he Infantry wii, he fonnd serviceable as guards of vacant lines „ 
cantonments, guards over stores, treasury-guards and for other escor. 
duties m which the vigiiagce of the Sawars could not be much relied on”. 

Coming to the share of States; Clerk said : "Of the infantry 

the Raja of Patiala agrees to provide 1000 . He has two Battalions each 

of that strength with guns, composed of fine men, well-equipt and 
disciplined by good officers brought up in the School of French Generals 

* ^abha, Kaithal and Jind, already an approach 

to the formation of the same sort of Infantry. These three combined 
will form another Battalion and I do not propose to bring it quite up to 
the same standard. Formed from so many small detachments this would 

be extremely difficult/' 


L . Clerk to Haddock, August 9, 1841 B.N. UZ, L.K'. 

Clerk paid a tribute to the Patiala troops m these words : “I have had several 
opportunities of observing the conduct of the i^atiala troops and officers and I 
eoisld not. desire to see better ^ewdor- ainong^'tl# greater .devotion' m tli'« 

, . , ' .;ino3^a fwleswesa of • .'tfeek Mve# .on the .piirt . ,M both ■ 


m executing , my orders/* (Ibid*) 


'.1'-, ''1 5 ^ A*''-'*-' ^ 'f 
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Clerk also forwarded" a ^ statement prepared by Mabarafa 
Karam Singh of Patiala wHch showed ‘a body of well armed 
'Horse the. Protected Sikh Chiefs conid bring into the field for any 

/particniar service in aid of the The number was 

:'20,595. ^ of a levy en 

masse'" which might not be so efficient but he could assemble in a short 
time about 60 000 troops. About the contingent to be maintained by 
the Chiefs, Clerk observed : ‘‘Should the contingent number one appear 
to the Right Honourable the Governor-General in Council to be small as 
compared with the means of the Sikh Chiefs, I would beg leave to observe 
that the efficiency of this form of contingent would prove on service 
more important than its numbers, that the Chiefs already maintain at 
Ambaia, a fixed contingent of 300 Horse and since the unsettled state of 
affairs arose in the Punjab, r have required them to maintain besides 
and that they will continue to maintain well equipt quotas of Horse and 
Foot with guns in their districts lying towards the Sutkj 

Concerniiig the quota of Patiala, Clerk thus expressed his opinion : 

‘Tfit should be seen that Patiala is lightly assessed in proportion 

to the Maharja’s large revenues, I beg to say that Patiala is a state 
which in the event of the employment of the British troops in 
the Punjab, ^ would be found replete with resources in Banjaras, grain, 
and other stores for the service of the British Government, together with 
any additional levies which might be called for. In anticipation of 
these greater burdens falling on Patiala at such a time, the Patiala fixed 
Infantry, which I had at first estimated at 1,500, was reduced to 
1,000/' But he pointed out that the Chiefs were averse to the 


1. , Clerk to Haddock, August 9, 1841, B.H. 1S2, L.H. 22. 

2. About the eonditloji of these troops, Clerk said have been greatly *atisfi#ci 
with the inspection of the troops which have been in compliance with my 
requisition stationed by the principal Protected Sikh Chiefs in that direction.'’ 

''’3. This wa«r the time when the troops .of Maharaja Sher Singh were mulinoti* 
and Almost out of Mb control and Clerk expected that Bthkh 
might hav® to intervene to reatora order.'- '■ ■ 
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establishment of this contingent at Ambala, and added : has not 

been part of my proposition to the -'Chiefs, for I see not the necessity 
of it. Boi their apprehensions led them to suppose it might be an 
extension of the Ambala contingent now required of them and over 

which they themselves have no manner of antbority In this form 

they wonld very naturally regard the formation of a n. w contigent as 
an infraction of the terms of their. Protection/' ^ 

Clrek thns summed up the aid from the Protected Princes: * Their 
own specified household contingent, to be modelled and armed as may 
l;e prescribed to them and always prepared to attend on the shortest 
notice for inspection or for service, is the from according to which they 
will at once willingly provide the contingent and if it be taken int^ 
consideration that this is by no means the limit of their ambition to 
serve the British Government, but that all of them great and small only 
await the order to attend in person with all the means they possess, the 
terms will be satisfactory to the British Government*', ^ 

Naturally the Governor-General was highly pleased at this 
loyalty of the Chiefs and Haddock conveyed the sentiments of His 
Lordship in these words **The Governor-General in Council is highly 
gratified by the manifestation of loyalty and good feeling towards the 
Government of India, which your statement of the zeal and alacrity of 


1. Olerk pointed out why Chiefs were opposed to the stationing of the new 

(jontingent at Ambala, thus : ..the eye of a Britifth officer would not be 

satisfied with appointments that fee might fear woukl reflect discredit on him in 
his organization of troops, liable by his superiors to he looked upon in eueh a 
light. Then would follow complaints and excuses ; these after long and 
unsatisfactory discussion, a demand for lands as an assignment for pay ; and 
that obtained the introduction of foreigners with shorter boards and the dismissal 
to their homes of starving and dis-satisfied ' troops formed from the tenants of ^ 
the soil. Then would perish the content and good feeling that animate tb® 
whole body of these Chiefs and their retainers.”- (B.N.. 152, L.N", 22). 

2. Clerk to Maddoek, August 9, 1841, -B-iN,. 153, L.N. 22. 

3. Clerk to Haddock, September 6 , I841/'B,N. 128, L.K. 155.' 
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the Protected Sikh states in thus coming forward with their contingents 
evinces and that His Lordship iu ■ Council has.. . perused : 
satisfaction the favourable account which you give of the efficiency of 
■the force' which- the Protected Chieftains ' can bring infO' 'T 

'Governor-Genem ■ approved , of the propjrtio.n3 allotted by;. Clerk' to 
different states and considered the levy to be very moderate an i sucii. 
as may be borne without hardship by all and that under proper 
negotiation it promises to afford a valuable contingent force for general 
duties in the territories adjoining North-West Frontier'', Farther, 
Maddock pointed out that the Governor-General wanted that a perioiicai 
inspection of contingent should take place an i that the Chiefs should 
assemble their troops at conv'enient places where they might be inspected 
by Brdish officers. In regard to the levy “en-inas3e'\ the Governor- 
General felt that circumstances could ‘diardly be contemplate i under 
which the Government would fael a necessity for calling for such 

extensive contributions of undisciplined Horse and Foot'h Finally, 
Maddo k expras^<^d His Lordship's thanks to Clerk and the Chiefs thus: 

am directed to observe that the spirit and devotion with which the 
Sikh Chiefs have answered to your call, are alike creditable to their 


loyalty and to the influence with which your political control over them 
has been txercised and you are requested to intimate to Maharaja Kararn 
Singh and the other principal Chiettains, the approbation with which 
the Governor- General in Council regards their zeal and readiness in the 
service of the British Government, ' ' ■ 


i. MaJdSsk.feo Clerk, Sepfc^rnber L N. 155, 
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